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PREFACE. 


ep ROO areas 


Tue sussect of the following Work has lain in the 
author’s mind for more than six and thirty years. 
Certified by long experience in a similar case, that 
the great question so long at issue as to the genuine- 
ness of 1 John v. 7 could never be set at rest without 
a far fuller analysis of the Scriptural, and a far 
deeper investigation of the Patristic, evidences, than 
had heretofore been thought of, he revolved the sub- 
ject in his mind from time to time, in the intervals 
between other and arduous theological labours. The 
object at heart, viz. a final stand for the authenticity 
of the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses, thus never 
was lost sight of; although the execution of the con- 
templated work was only very partially accomplished. 
The more immediate cause of the present publication 
was the shock recently received on reading inci- 
dentally in Archdeacon Wordsworth’s annotated 
edition of the Greek New Testament the following 
paragraph : 

‘The words in question are not received by 
Griesbach, Scholz, Lachman, Tischendorf. Nor need, 
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any one be disturbed by their non-appearance in the 
text.’ | 

I can assure the learned annotator that ‘ their non- 
appearance in his text’ very seriously disturbs me: 
not from any fear for the sufety of the seventh verse, 
which cannot be disturbed from its place in the Sacred 
Canon by the Fiat of any individual, however respect- 
able; but because of the pain I feel to see what is to 
me a mutilated text, and of the ill effect of an ex- 
ample otherwise virtutzbus umitabile upon the minds of 
readers who are unable to judge for themselves, and 
who are apt, consequently, to be led away by an 
authority which they justly think entitled to respect. 

As for Dr. Wordsworth’s dogmatic decision upon 
this high matter (with all due respect for his high 
character and learning), I must say that a more weak 
or one-sided judgment I have never read. He quotes 
Griesbach, Scholz, Lachman, and Tischendorf (all 
modern latitudinarian critics) against the verse, with- 
out one word of note or reference to Mill’s, or 
Bengel’s, or Ernesti’s, or Knittel’s arguments for it. 
He runs over, in one hasty sentence, the hackneyed 
round of MSS. and Versions, and Lectionaries, and 
Fathers, which omit the verse, with exaggerated em- 
phasis, without any allusion to the explanatory and 
qualifying circumstances, which have been so ably 
and so largely adduced by its profoundly learned up- 
holders. 
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In all this, Dr. Wordsworth’s course has been the 
opposite of Mill’s and Bengel’s. So scrupulously did 
these great critics weigh the antagonistic evidences, 
so conscientiously did they hold the balance, that 
their very honesty has given the adversaries a factitious 
advantage, by seeming to enhance the arguments 
which make against their own convictions and con- 
clusions. Were it possible to overdo through honesty, 
these advocates of the disputed text might be said to 
have overdone; and of this noble truthfulness of 
spirit, its adversaries have not been slow to take an 
ungenerous advantage. But having thus done all 
that even its enemies could desire on the side of the 
arguments that make against the verse, Mill and 
Bengel decide for it. | 

For the truth’s sake, and for his own, I regret that 
Dr. Wordsworth has not only lamentably failed to 
follow these bright precedents, but that he has set the 
directly opposite example: like Griesbach and all his 
followers, he has enhanced upon his own one-sided 
view, but slighted or suppressed the counter-evi- 
dence. 

But there is a still graver error which affects not 
only the disputed verse, but the whole of Dr. Words- 
worth’s very learned, and very elaborate, edition of 
the Greek Testament; the admission, namely of a 
false first principle of Scripture criticism. This false 
principle is, the rejection of a common Textus 
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Receptus; and the assumption, by each individual 
editor, of the right to set up his own tert: in other 
words, to impose his own textus receptus upon the whole 
Christian world. For, disguise it to themselves and 
others as men may, the practice now arraigned comes 
simply to this. In St. Paul’s words, ‘every man hath 
an interpretation;’ and each successive editor would, 
if he could, force his own critical text as the standard 
text to be ‘known and read of all men.’ Now mark 
the downward course from right to wrong. 

The plan of critical editions of the Greek Testa- 
ment commenced in modesty and moderation. The 
father of the idea, the truly learned Mill, took for his 
cloak-pin the well-known Textus Receptus, the Elze- 
vir edition of 1624; and appended his vast collection 
of various readings, with his notes of their various 
values, at the bottom of the page. Wetstein, a man 
of very different faith and spirit, still, nevertheless, 
adopted the same principlé; and, while indulging in 
great latitude of criticism and of opinion, placed the 
fruits of his collections of numerous additional MSS. 
as foot-notes to the Mill or Elzevir text. Griesbach 
presently followed, and made the first great inno- 
vation, by bracketing those various readings which 
he honoured with his Jmprimatur, in the body of the 
text: thereby, obviously, disturbing the eye, and 
distracting the attention, of the student by a double 
lection; and rendering undivided attention to the 
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current and continuity of the original lection a thing 
impossible. This bold license of innovation was 
quickly succeeded (as might naturally be anticipated) 
by a bolder and a worse. The modest foot-note, the 
bracketed interpolation, were alike discarded. All 
idea of a textus receptus was disclaimed. Each inde- 
pendent editor has latterly proceeded to recast the 
sacred text at his own discretion; to remove received 
readings, and substitute the various reading which 
meets his self-concocted rules of criticism, or strikes his 
fancy: until our modern critical editions represent 
as many texts as there are editors; and all prospect of 
a standard edition round which to rally is scattered to 
the winds. This is the actual state of things: the pre- 
sent result of the science styled Biblical criticism. 
Now Dr. Wordsworth, in his very learned work, 
has (unhappily as I hold) adopted this latest and 
worst form of innovation. As a Scripture student of 
lifelong experience, and severe study of the styles, of 
the writers of the New Testament, I desire here to 
enter my solemn protest against a false principle of 
editorship, which makes every man, at once, the 
manufacturer of his own Bible, and the dictator of 
that Bible as the standard for all others. The case 
before us is @ crying exemplification of the evil. By 
its exscission from his text, Dr. Wordsworth tells us 
not only that we are not to receive, but that it is not 
permitted even to read, the seventh verse. I tell him 
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that he has published a mutilated text; and that, in 
the following pages I am prepared to prove it. As 
regards our opposite judgments, it is a question of 
individual authority: but I have yet to learn that, on 
a point of Scripture criticism, his authority, however 
respectable, is superior to mine. As regards the 
subject at issue, however, it is a question between a 
false principle and a sound one. 

How the true character of the innovation here com- 
plained of has escaped its votaries, is to me, I own, 
matter of amazement. That rationalistic innovators 
should rush into such courses, can awaken no sur- 
prise. But that sound divines, not consciously arro- 
gant or presumptuous, should fall in with a scheme of 
editorial revision so obviously based wholly in arro- 
gance and presumption, seems inexplicable blindness. 

Now, as the rejection of the Textus Receptus is 
the sole cause of the evil, so the restoration of the 
Textus Receptus is its only remedy. Not that any 
standard text can be immaculate—nothing human is: 
but because without a received standard text to recur 
to, the Christian world is at the mercy of private 
“editorial judgments; and the sacred text itself, the 
sport of every novelty-loving scholastic speculatist ! 
Neither is each speculatist at unity even with him- 
self; for nothing has been more common with modern 
critical editors than to change their own new readings 
with successive editions. Of this Tischendorf him- 
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self, and others, are living examples and warnings. 
For this chaotic confusion, I repeat, a Textus Receptus 
is the only remedy. 

Bold and paradoxical as he was, Michaélis strongly 
felt this, and has well and justly advocated the prin- 
ciple as vitally essential to the conservation of the 
general integrity of the text: at once, a rallying-point 
and safeguard. 

In these days of unsettledness, it may be well to 
bring his words before the Christian public; and to 
remind even his rationalistic followers of what ‘one 
of their own prophets hath spoken.’ 

‘I will conclude this subject by pointing out the 
qualifications requisite for a critical edition of the 
Greek New Testament; or, in other words, for an 
edition, which, beside the text, has a considerable 
number of various readings. It appears from the 
first section of this chapter, that a critical edition of 
this kind is still wanting; and that not only Wetstein’s 
predecessors are very imperfect in comparison with 
him, but that he himself has committed so many 
mistakes, that we cannot always rely on him. It is 
therefore much to be wished that a new and com- 
plete collation might be made of all the manuscripts 
quoted by Wetstein and his predecessors, before those 
precious remains of antiquity are lost. 

‘IT could wish that, in this critical edition, no altera- 
tion were made in the text, which I would have taken 
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from the third edition of Robert Stephens. To this 
text the great collections of various readings have 
been adapted: if, therefore, they were placed under 
another text, it would create confusion, because they 
would not be various readings to that text. And, in 
the same manner as Kennicott required that all those, 
whom he employed in collating Hebrew manuscripts, 
should collate them with the edition published by 
Van der Hooght in 1705, one and the same edition 
of the Greek Testament likewise must be used.’— 
Introduction to the New Testament, vol. ii. p. i. pp. 
498-499. 

Had Michaélis’s rule, as here laid down, been ob- 
served by the modern critical editors of the Greek 
Testament, we should have been spared all dangers 
as to the integrity of the text, inevitably arising from 
every editor being his own text-maker. A Textus 
Receptus for the basis, and appended foot-notes for 
various readings, combine in fact all the requisites, at 
once, for safety, and for progress. On this principle, 
no radical mischief can arise from any amount of real 
or supposed emendations. Good emendations will 
have their due value, and foolish emendations will be 
harmless. But. the evil of a perpetually fluctuating 
text is deadly and incurable. 

An example or two will suffice to illustrate the 
practical ill consequences of the license assumed by 
most modern editors in their critical editions. I have 
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elsewhere noticed that Tischendorf had the rashness 
to insert, and the magnanimity to rescind, several 
hundred new readings: restoring, in his later edi- 
tions, with true honesty, the readings of the discarded 
Textus Receptus. Nay more: instances of wholesale 
cancel have not been wanting, in other cases of 
editorship, between the press and publication. Which 
are right, the wpawrat or the Sevrepa: dpovrides? All 
we are sure of (a grave consideration in a case so 
solemn) is, that ‘the trumpet gives an uncertain 
sound.’ 

The uncertainty of any text founded on such 
factitious emendations, is alone its sufficing condem- 
nation. To multiply examples of failure, would be 
endless. But one specimen we may pause on, at once 
so venturous an experiment, and so signal a break- 
down, that if it serves not as a lesson to our modern 
editors, it may at least serve as a warning to their too 
contiding readers: especially to that class of readers 
most liable to be endangered by specious novelty, 
and most likely, eventually, to endanger others—the 
youthful theological students at our Universities. In 
a recent critical edition of St. Paul’s Epistles to the 
Corinthians, based on an avowedly emendated text, 
of which it has been pronounced by high classical 
authority that ‘the errors are sown broadcast through- 
out the two volumes,’ I was startled and shocked by 
one alarming emendation: namely, the expunction 
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of the word x\dpevoy, from 1 Cor. xi. 24. As this 
word occurred in the Eucharistic form of words 
directly revealed by our Lord himself from heaven to 
St. Paul, my attention was riveted by the daring 
boldness of such a break in such a text. Knowing 
by long and large experience the value of internal 
evidence in such cases,—that the true touchstone was 
the interna bonitas of the context,—I immediately 
examined it, and found, as I had anticipated, the 
received reading x\@pevoy triumphantly confirmed by 
its antecedent, 1 Cor. x. 16, viz., Tov dprov by KA@pev: 
both terms belonging to the institution of the Eucha- 
rist; and the one preparing the way for the other. 
Entirely convinced myself of the integrity of the 
received text by this evidence, after a long life spent 
in the study of St. Paul’s style, I prepared to vindi- 
cate the Textus Receptus: my only difficulty being 
how to bring home to the minds of others the con- 
victions of my own. With this view I tasked myself 
to simplify the proof: certain of the unsoundness of 
the proposed emendation, and of its evil theological 
bearings. The slenderness of the grounds on which 
so grave a change was adventured, almost passed . 
credibility. The editor’s avowed process was a balance 
of the MS. authorities; and, holding the scales with 
trembling hand, he pronounced the balance to incline 
slightly against the cdkdpevov, and on the strength of 
this evanescent preponderance, decided against, and 
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struck out, a word which (if genuine) THE Lorp Gop 
HAD SPOKEN! Shocked by the levity and irreverence 
of a mode of textual criticism like this, (however 
unconsciously so on the part of its employer,) my 
whole soul was bent on its confutation and exposure. 
But it pleased Providence, most unexpectedly, to 
spare my pains, by the recovery of this GoD-BREATHED 
text, in its unrationalistic integrity, in the page of the 
great Athanasius. Every catholic spirit will sympa. 
thize in the emotion with which I perused the un- 
mutilated verse, essentially identical with that in our 
Textus Receptus, as it is cited by this glorious cham- 
pion of the catholic faith, whose words deserve to be 
written in letters of gold: 

Av o8 adparos trapédaxey jpiv pvorypiov, Aéywv? 
Tovro éoti pov Td cpa, Td Urep bpav KAO PEVOY’ Kat 
7o alua THs Kawhs SiaOyens (ov THs wadalds) TO UTEp 
bpov éxxuvopevov.—St. Athanas. up. Galland. Bibl. 
Patr. tom. v. p. 169. 

Comment is needless. The exposure of the pro- 
fessed emendation is so overwhelming, as (were not 
the integrity of inspired Scripture at stake) almost to 
awaken pity for the unlucky emendator. St. Atha- 
nasius’s MSS. of the Greek Testament were older by ~ 
two or three centuries than the oldest of the MSS. 
now extant. His text of the Greek Testament is 
evidence final and beyond appeal. And his reading, 
xX dpevor, is a death-blow, not only to the rash emen- 
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dation at issue, but to the false principle of judging 
texts solely by the evidence of existing Greek MSS.’ 


1 Since remarking the palpable reciprocity between the c\@pey 
of 1 Cor. x. 16, and the cAdwpevoy of 1 Cor. xi. 24, I find that 
St. Chrysostom authenticates both readings, by showing that the act 
of ‘ breaking’ entered vitally into the Apostolic administration of the 
Eucharist ; and that St. Chrysostom, equally with St. Athanasius, 
in 1 Cor. xi. 24, read «xAwpevoy in his Greek MSS. Here is his 
witness to these two genuine readings of our Textus Receptus. 

6 Gproc by cXGpev, ody? Kovwria rov owparog rov Xprorou ort; 
... Gea re dé xpoodOnxevy Sy cA Spev; rovro yap éxl pey ric Evya- 
proriag éorly ideiy yevopevov® éxi dé rov eravpov odkért, GAAG cai 
rovvarrioy rovry* derovy yap abrov, dyaiv, ob ovrrpeBioerat. GAN 
Sxep oin Exadey éxi rov cravpov, rovro racya éExi Tijg Kpoopopac 
dca of, kal avéxerae StaxAwWpevog, iva ravrac éuTAHoy.—St. Chrys. 
in 1 Cor. Hom. xxiv. Op. tom. x. p. 218. ed. Bened. 

éyw yap raptXaBov &x6 rov Kvplov, gnoiv, & «al wapédwxa bpiv’ 
bre 6 Kiptog "Inoote év ry vuxrl y wapedicuro, EXajsey Gprov, cai 
ebyaptorhoac ExXage, kal elwe, AaBere, payee * rovrd pov TO owpa TO 
txtp tpev cdopevov’ rovru rouire ele riy éuny avaprnow.—_d. 
tb. Hom. xxvii. p. 245. 

This overwhelming authentication of the cAwpevory of the Textus 
Receptus following upon that of St. Athanasius, not only doubly 
establishes the reading, but gives also the rationale of the term, as 
an indispensable adjunct in the administration of the Eucharist, as 
continued from Apostolic to St. Chrysostom’s times. St. Chrysostom 
writes, indeed, as though he had meant to bring to book, by anticipa- 
tion, our modern textualists, and their critical emendations. For he 
repeats the verse in question, and its genuine reading xAdwpevor, in 
the very next page; and so as to mark the emphatic xAwpevoy as 
the life-blood of the Divine formulary. Commenting upon the in- 
effable significancy of each word in this formulary as the last words 
of Christ to his disciples, he thus expresses himself: orw cal 6 
THavAo¢ kat évrevBev gpexrov rotjoa rov \éyor Bovdopevoc, avapvi- 
oOnre, gnoiv, dre ravray éoxarny dbyiy Séduxe ry pvoraywylay' 
kal év air rp yucri, f cal oparrecOar irép iyay Eedre, raira éve- 
réXXero* Kal wapadidovg ivy ro deixvoy éxeivo, per’ Exeivo ovxére 
apootOnxey Erepoy* elra cai abra doixoy sinyeira ra yeyevnpéva, 
Aéywr * Gre EaPev Aprov, cal ebyaptorhoac, Exdage, cai elre- AdPere, 
gayere* rourd pou éorl To cma, ro ixep bpoy KAOpEvov.—St, Chrys. 


td. ib. Op. tom. x. p. 246. 
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Neither is St. Athanasius the sole Patristic au- 
thority for the genuineness of the reading x\aevor of 
our Textus Receptus. Nearly four centuries later, 
the k\opevov reappears in 1 Cor. xi. 24, as quoted 
by one of the latest of the Greek Fathers, Germanus, 
Archbishop of Constantinople, a.p. 715. Formally 
citing our Lord’s words, he thus records them: Aéywr: 
Touro €ott TO OOpa pov, Kal TO alpa pov, TO KhoO- 
pevov Kai Siaxedpevor els adbeow apaptiov.— St. Ger- 
man. ap. Galland. Bibl. PP. tom. xiii. p. 230. 

A third Patristic example is of peculiar importance, 
because the kAapevov stands here in the body of the 
eleventh chapter, which is cited at full length in the 
context last in question. See Galland, ut supra, 
tom. x1. pp. 24—26. 

I would notice as an independent coincidence, that 
Germanus connects the «ope of 1 Cor. x. 16, with 
the xAwpevor of xi. 24, precisely as I had done before 
I was aware of our critical concurrence. In this 
passage, he professedly gives our Lord’s own wording 
of his own administration of the Eucharist. His 
k\wpevov, therefore, purports to be the voice of Christ 
himself, speaking to St. Paul from heaven. How 
awful the pseudo-criticism, that would cancel on the 
plea of a nice balance of MSS., a vital word of this 
heaven-spoken revelation ! 

But the reading of the Textus Receptus, chdpevor, 
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Testament, has other and independent vouchers: for 
it 1s incorporated in the Liturgy of the Ethiopic 
Church which he founded, and in that of the Alex- 
andrine Church over which he presided. These 
Liturgies, unquestionably of very high antiquity, are 
supposed to date, the former in the fourth, the latter 
in the second, century, The following are their 
readings of the passage, 1 Cor. xi. 24, in their re- 
spective Communion Services. 


‘ Inturgia Alexandrine Ecclesie Apostolica, ex 
Aithiopicis a Ludelf. Lat. ed. 


‘ Verba Institutionis. 

‘Accipiens igitur panem, gratias egit, et dixit: 
Accipite, comedite, hoc est corpus meum, quod pro 
vobis frangitur. Et similiter calicem quoque, et dixit: 
Hic est sanguis meus, qui pro vobis effunditur. Cum 
facitis hoc, in commemoratione mei id facitis.’-—Procter, 
EMistory of Common Prayer, p. 306. 

The Liturgy of the Alexandrine Church, here 
represented by that of the affiliated Ethiopic Church, 
ascends to almost Apostolical antiquity. Its witness 
to the genuineness of the received reading xAdpevor, 
can need no accession of authority. It is repeated, 
however, by that of the Liturgy of St. James: repre- 
senting the Eucharistic office of the churches of 
Antioch and Jerusalem, about the fourth century. 
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‘ Inturgiat que Sancti Jacobi dicitur, Ecclesia Antio- 
chene et Mierosolymitane, ad quarte secult quantum 
fiert potuit restituta. 


AaBev tov dprov éri Tov ayiwy Kat adypavTwy Kat 
Gpopwy kat cOavatwy avrov yeipav: avaBhedas eis TOY 
ovpavor, ebyaploTycas, ayidoas, KAdoas, COwKer, El OY: 
AdBere, pdyere’ TovTo pov éoti 76 copa, Td brép jpav 
kX@Opevov Kat Sedduevoy eis aderw apapTiav.— 
Procter, ut supra, pp. 308, 309. 

We thus have six ancient witnesses, three Patristic, 
and three ecclesiastical, all of the very highest 
authority—dating, the Alexandrine Liturgy, about 
the second, the Antiochean, Jerusalem, and Ethiopic 
Liturgies in the fourth, and St. Athanasius, St. Chry- 
sostom and St. Germanus in the fourth and eighth 
centuries—all uniting to affirm the authenticity of the 
one Divine word x\apevor, which has been discarded in 
a recent ‘critical edition’ on the sole plea of the de- 
pression of the scale by the turn of a hair, on a balance 
of the extant Greek MSS. What is the moral of a 
critical collapse like this? It is, a warning to all 
modern emendators of the sacred text, of the precipice 
on which they stand, and of the gulf into which they 
would plunge their unwary readers, in making the 
extant Greek MSS. alone a decisive test against the 
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authorized, and very generally self-evincing, readings 
of the Textus Receptus.? 

I shall close this prefatory notice by directing the 
attention of the reader, antecedently, to the line of 
proof pursued in the present work, so far as it is in 
the main or altogether new.’ With this view I 
would point out the following objects aimed at: 

1. To set the Scripture evidences in a new light, 
by collation of the controverted part of St. John’s 
First Epistle with the corresponding portions of his 
Gospel. 


2 After the establishment of the received reading xAépevoy 
(1 Cor. xi, 24) by the overwhelming authority of SS. Athanasius 
and Chrysostom, it might almost seem a work of supererogation to 
call in further witness. There exists, however, further witness of 
such public weight, and of so universal a character, that it should 
not be Jeft unnoticed. I mean the presence of cdwyevoy in the 
ancient eucharistic formula, used in the celebration of the Lord’s 
Supper. This fact we learn from the Liturgy passing under the 
name of St. Chrysostom, published in the twelfth volume of the 
Benedictine edition of his works. In ordering the consecration of 
the elements, this Liturgy thus recites our Lord’s words: atpwy riv 
éeftay atrovd pera ebdaPeiacg [6 iepeve ecil.] evroyei ror Gytor 
dprov, éexpwvwc Aéywy’ AaGere, odyere, rovrd pov éorl ro owya, TO 
trip tpoy Kropevoy cic agecty dyapriwy. 6 Xopoc’ 'Apty.—Ordo 
Divini Sacrificit, ap. 8. Chrys. Op. tom. xii, p. 791. 

Now, whoever the author of this ancient Liturgy, it most ac- 
curately preserves and represents the received reading of 1 Cor. xi. 
24, as that in use in the Universal Church in the public solemn 
administration of the holy Eucharist. 

3 I must be allowed here to observe, once for all, that any 
readers who would follow me, must be prepared to study; for what 
takes much labour to write, takes some labour to read. I decline 
therefore to recognize the verdict of any, who go either upon the 
principle of a foregone conclusion, or who would glance over this 
momentous argument as a matter of child’s play. 
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2. To present the Patristic evidences in a wholly 
new light, by proving the alleged quotations of the 
seventh verse to be bond fide quotations, from collation 
with the context of the treatises in which they occur. 

3. To bring to light a wholly new proof of the 
authenticity of the seventh verse, from the fact, that 
the entire passage, 1 John v. 6-9, is cast in the 
mould of Hebrew parallelism; and that the laws of 
Hebrew parallelism, as laid down by Bishops Lowth 
and Jebb, render the seventh verse an integral and 
indispensable part of the passage. 

The second of these points is of paramount import- 
ance ; for nothing has militated more against a just 
judgment as to the authenticity of the seventh verse, 
than the erroneous judgment of critics upon the 
Patristic evidences in its favour. For this false judg- 
. ment (apart from the wrong animus on theological 
grounds so palpable in too many of the adversaries of 
the verse) the following causes may be assigned : 

1. Inattention to the very limited amount of 
formal quotations from Scripture in the writings of 
the Fathers. 

2. Inattention to the context of the treatises con- 
taining conceived Scripture quotations. 

3. Inattention, in the case of Scripture terms used 
by the Fathers, to the internal marks of their being 
really taken from Scripture. ; 

The following pages will show the reader to how great 
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an extent these three causes have combined to blind 
the eyes of critics as to the evidences really furnished 
by the Fathers in support of the text of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses. First, by demonstrating that 
direct Patristic quotations are limited to a very few 
Scripture commonplaces. Secondly, by showing that 
the alleged quotations of 1 John v. 7, treated by 
Porson and his fellow-critics as chance expressions 
of the Fathers, are provable, by the contexts in which 
they stand, to be as really quotations as any formally 
stated by the Fathers to be so. And thirdly, by 
showing that single Scripture terms, by the order of 
their introduction, often prove themselves to be taken 
from Scripture. 

These three points demand a measure of consider- 
ation which they have never heretofore received. 
Because the writings of the Fathers in general are 
such a tissue of Scripture texts, and phrases, and 
words, that (without proof to the contrary) the only 
fair a priori presumption is, that every such text, or 
phrase, or word, is taken from Scripture. 

It is almost needless to say that the course of the 
adversaries of the disputed verse has been uniformly 
the converse of this only fair one. For while they 
admit in a general way (and none more fully than 
Professor Porson) that the text of the Fathers is thus 
largely a tessera of Scripture phraseology, they, one 
and all, strenuously deny the Scriptural origin of 
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every Patristic expression which supports the seventh 
verse. 

The stress laid by the adversaries upon the alleged 
non-quotation, by the Fathers, of the disputed text is 
matter of notoriety. But granting for argument sake 
the allegation to be true, the question arises, What is 
the value of the argument? I shall now test it. 

Upon the subject of Scripture quotation, Tertullian 
and St. Athanasius may fairly be taken as repre- 
senting the mind and ideas of the Fathers gener- 
ally; for all alike act on the principle of sparing 
formal quotations. Now what is their common rule 
as regards Scripture quotations? Upon the very 
subject in question, the doctrine of the Trinity, both 
tell their readers that they do not task them with the 
Scripture proofs, leaving the Scriptures to speak for 
themselves: that they use the utmost brevity, noticing 
only one or two sufficing texts. St. Athanasius 
especially (the great champion of the catholic doctrine) 
disclaims the very idea of burthening his readers’ 
memory with texts of Scripture; affirming that a 
single Scripture, the first verses of the first chapter 
of St. John’s Gospel (the great common-place with 
nearly all the Fathers), contains the whole doctrine, 
and that no Scripture proof is required or should be 
asked for beyond this. After announcements like 
these by the Fathers themselves, it is to be hoped we 
shall hear no more of the much-bruited objection from 
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the absence of the controverted verse in the works of 
the Fathers. Had Porson known the above-noticed 
passages, even he (if not from better motives, through 
fear of their being known) durst not have advanced 
it. Still less will any be likely, now that they are 
made publicly known, to set up themselves against 
Tertullian and St. Athanasius, by a vain attempt at 
the revival of this caput mortuum objection.* 


POSTSCRIPT. 


Since writing the above, I have had the deep 
satisfaction of finding St. Athanasius’s decisive witness 
to the genuineness of the reading xAapevor, 1 Cor. xi. 
24, seconded by the equally conclusive testimony of 
his illustrious contemporary St. Basil. The testimony 
of this great ancient is conclusive, indeed, beyond 
example in a case of verbal criticism. For he not 


4 Knittel has well exposed the nullity ofa similar objection, in the 
case of the famous passage in Josephus, bearing testimony to Christ: 
‘“ Unquestionably,” say those who would raise suspicions against the 
authenticity of Josephus’s testimony to Christ. “ Unquestionably 
Justin Martyr, when trying to convince Tryphon the Jew, of the 
truth that our Jesus was the true Messiah, would have appealed to 
this testimony, had it been genuine, and in the writings of Josephus.” 
This difficulty is removed, i.e. its analogical inference (or contingenter 
indicans) is annulled, the moment we find Justin, in this famous 
dialogue of his, expressly saying to Tryphon, that he would adduce 
no other than Bible proofs, to convince him that Jesus was the 
Christ; and the Jew answering, that he (the Jew) required none 
other.'.—New Criticisms, p. 14. 
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only reads xkhopevov in St. Paul’s record of our Lord’s 
words, but he inserts xAopeor into St. Luke’s record 
of the same Divine transaction. Thereby, not only 
showing the prominence of this word in his own mind, 
but indicating it as the reading in St. Luke xxii. 
19, in his MSS. The latter, indeed, seems the just 
solution, and that x\®pevoy was a various reading in 
St. Basil’s MSS. for ddduevov. But his evidence to 
the word is complete beyond precedent, because he 
follows up his quotation from St. Luke, by quoting 
St. Paul’s parallel narrative in full, with the true 
reading x\opevoy standing as it stands in our Textus 
Receptus. This latter quotation is of further and 
very high value, because, with one or two slight 
verbal omissions, it reads word for word identical with 
the now clamorously depreciated received text. For 
a single example, none more conclusive could be 
adduced for the general integrity of that inestimable 
standard. With these preliminary remarks | submit 
the whole passage to the reader ; and leave it with 
St. Basil to settle accounts as to the term x\dpevor, 
with its expunger, one of the many modern emendators 
of our venerable Textus Receptus. 

kat mpos to Téa Tav Evayyediwy yéypamran’ 
AaBav obv 6 "Inoots aprov, kat evxapioryoas, exrace, 
Kat édiSov tots pabyrais, kat ele: AdBere, ddyere, 
TOUTS EOTLTO THLE LOU TO UTEP YOY KAW LEVOY* TOUTO 


~ + “ 9 AN > + “ ‘ ." 4 
moveiTe eis THY Euny avapynow. Kat haBav 7d woTYpLoP, 
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“ . ~ ld ~ A 4 4 ‘ 
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Baptismo, lib. i. Op. tom. i. p. 671, 672, ed. Par. 
1618. 
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CHAPTER I. 


THE CONTROVERSY which has prevailed among Scrip- 
ture critics and commentators for more than three 
centuries, upon the claims of 1 John v. 7 to its 
received canonical authority, it is known of all, 
originated with Erasmus.' His share in it, however, 
was so slight and perfunctory, as barely to call for 
mention here. He omitted the text in the first two 
editions of his Greek Testament, solely upon the 
ground that it was not found in any Greek manu- 


1 It claims special notice that Erasmus’s great contemporary, 
Melancthon, (to whom Erasmus himself looked up as a wonder 
and an oracle,) was so thorough a believer in the genuineness of the 
seventh verse, that he treated its omission in the ancient Vienna 
MS. as a flaw, and inserted it in the margin of that important MS. 
in his own handwriting. This is a newly-discovered fact, and I 
bring it to light from a very unexpected quarter,—Carlyle’s ‘Life of 
Frederick of Prussia,’ ‘Gotteched (his biographer tells us) was able 
to satisfy the king on one point; namely, that the celebrated passage 
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scripts. He qualified the omission, on its being 
challenged by Stunica, one of the editors of the 
Complutensian Polyglot, by stating that he would 
restore it, on the production of a single Greek manu- 
script which contained it. And he kept his word on 
its being discovered in a Greek manuscript in England ; 
hence, subsequently, entitled ‘ Codex Britannicus.’ 

The genuineness of this celebrated text, it is scarcely 
needful. to add, has been learnedly advocated by 
Bishops Bull and Pearson, by Mill, Bengel, Knittel, 
and others; and critically impeached by Pere Simon 
of the Oratory, Wetstein, Michaélis, and Griesbach. 
With the progress of the novel science called ‘ biblical 
criticism,’ originating with that magnus opinator P. 
Simon, a strong leaning against the authenticity of 
the seventh verse increasingly obtained among the 
learned; to whom, down to a comparatively recent 
period, the question was confined. 

The late Professor Porson was the first to give it a 


of St. John’s Gospel [sic!] ‘There are three that bear record,” was 
not in the famous manuscript of the Vienna library: Gottsched 
having himself examined that important codex, and found in the 
text nothing of suid passage, but merely [!] written in the margin, 
a legible intercalation of it tn Melancthon’s hand.’ 

‘And call you this nothing?’ as King James exclaimed to his 
courtiers on hearing the shouting of the soldiers on Hounslow Ileath. 
The deliberate insertion of the verse in one of the most ancient and 
important manuscripts extant, by the greatest Greek scholar, and one 
of the first critics, of his age, PHitip MELANcTHoN, is nothing [! ! !]. 
Carlyle, however, unwittingly adds what well explains this ‘ nothing : ’ 
viz. that ‘A. Gottsched was inclined to the Socinian view.’ Melanc- 
thon’s marginal insertion of the seventh verse, moreover, necessarily 
involves the sanction and concurrence of the Curators of the 
Vienna Library. 
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popular interest, by taking it up in a popular form, in 
his ‘Lettersto Archdeacon Travis,’ published originally 
in a somewhat singular vehicle for learned theological 
discussion, ‘ The Gentleman’s Magazine.’ In the 
following eclectic re-examination of the subject, I 
mean to address and confine myself chiefly to the 
treatment of the question by this great scholar. 

Dr. Johnson has pronounced it a great mistake, 
where truth is concerned, to treat your adversary 
with respect ; and I so far agree in the opinion, as to 
hold it a grave mistake, where truth 1s at issue, to 
treat an arrogant and uncandid adversary with affected 
respect. I avow, therefore, at the outset, that my first 
object in entering upon the subject before us, is to shake 
the faith of popular credulity in this literary Goliah, 
by showing that a stone can be sent into his forehead 
taken out of his own scrip. 

All will allow that, if Porson is bound to be 
immaculate on any point, it is upon a point of Greek 
lore ; and it is upon a point of Greek lore that I now 
bring him to book. In his ninth Letter (8vo ed. 
p- 220, London 1790), speaking of the non-use of 
tpia in the neuter as applying to persons, he has the 
following passage: ‘I pass to your next Greek witness 
(next in order of time), Euthymius Zigabenus, who, 
in his “‘ Panoplia Dogmatica Orthodoxe Fidei,” thus 
refers to the verse of St. John: “The term ONE 
denotes things, the essence and nature of which are 
the same, and yet the persons are different, as in this 
instance, AND THREE ARE ONE.” 

‘Here, Sir, I mean to surprise you with my liberal 
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concessions. I grant that this passage relates to the 
Trinity ; and if it be a quotation from Scripture, 7 
will grant that it zs the clause of 1 John v. 7.2. Martin 
produces the Greek original from a MS. in the French 
King’s library : To Ev émt peév Tov Gpoovoiwy déyerat, 
eva ravrorns pev puoews, erepdtns S€ Uroatdacewy: ws 
7o KAI TA TPIA ‘EN. 

‘You might have made your English look some- 
what better, by rendering “ And the three are one.” 
But you will forgive me if I doubt a little whether 
Euthymius really meant this for a quotation of our 
verse, because he so greatly varies the expression.® 


2 Rabid controversialists never should make concessions, whether 
in jest or earnest. They are always hazardous; and sometimes 
‘turn again and rend them.’ By and by we shall come to passages 
which comply with all the learned Professor’s conditions: which — 
do expressly ‘relate to the Trinity;’ which avowedly quote as 
Scripture, and as St. John’s, ipsissima verba of the disputed text; 
which ipsissima verba are therefore, on Porson’s own showing, ‘ the 
clause of 1 John v. 7.’ Thus, by his mock concession here, he pins 
himself down to consequent admissions of which he never dreamed. 

3 According to this test, the following formal quotation of 1 John 
v. 20 by St. Athanasius, ts not a quotation! ‘O ‘Iwarrne ypagec év 
Th "EmeoroAj: Oltgapev [dé] Gree Yiog rov Oeod fuec* xat dédwxev 
huiv Savoy, tva yivwoxwpev rov adnOrvoy Ocoy [deest Oeoy in 
1 John}° cal éoper év rp GdAnOvp [év rp, 1 John] Yig abrov "Inco 
Xperr@’ ovrdc Eorcy & adnFevoc Oede, cai f Jon % [deest f in 1 John | 
alwrioc.— St. Athan. Op. tom. 1. p. 225. 

Here we find a de, a Oeov, an éy rg, a hy, interpolated by the great 
Athanasius himself; ergo, according to Porson’s logic, it is not a 
quotation, ‘ because it so greatly varies the expression.’ Criticism 
like this may go down with partisans or dupes, but should be 
scouted by all true scholars. It is the criticism of ‘ word-catchers, 
who live on syllables.’ 

Again, St. Athanasius, or the writer of a piece ascribed to him, 
formally cites 1 John v. 20, as follows: ‘Sed in Epistolé sua hec 
eadem indicat: Et sumus (inquit) in utero Filio ejus Jesu Christo 
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The verb substantive and pronoun are omitted, and 
the masculines turned into neuters. These orthodox 
divines were surely very inaccurate in their quotations 
of a most important passage.‘ Would a mere English 
reader think that an author quoting these words: 
‘“‘ And the three (things) one (thing),” could possibly 
mean to quote this sentence: “And these three 
(persons) are one (thing)?” Eucherius, indeed, reads 
the eighth, and Etherius both the seventh and eighth 
verses, with ¢rza in the neuter; but I know no Greek 
writer who has done the same in either of the verses.’ — 
Letters to Travis, p. 218-220. 


qui est (ait) verus et vita eterna.’—Op. t. ii. p. 555. Where is his 
in utero? why St. John’s Oedc omitted? Pity Porson is not here to 
assure us that this formal quotation is no quotation at all. 

Take a third example of formal, yet irregular quotation of 1 John 
v. 1, from the same document. ‘ Alio in loco scriptum est: Omnis 
qui diligit Patrem diligit Eum qui natus est ex ipso.—St. Athan. 
li. 563. 

‘ More profligate controversial quibbling, surely, never was 
penned. The original words are: xal otro: ot rpeic Ev eiot. Be- 
cause Zigabenus, quoting freely and uncontroversially, drops the vt 
and the cio, he cannot mean a quotation! As to the unlikelihood 
of such omissions ‘in a most important passage,’ neither Zigabenus, 
nor any of the Fathers, thought of the importance of the verse. 
This could not be felt until it was controverted. They quoted it 
loosely, as they did all the other Scriptures. Porson knew this 
right well, but hid his knowledge of it, using the arts of an advocate. 

5 In an absent fit, however, he subsequently so forgets himself 
as to produce three examples of the very usage, which he here pro- 
nounces to be non-existent, so far as he knows, in any Greek writer. 

1. ra 3& rpla, Kipiwc 6 Sede iypay éorev* of yap rpeic ro Ey 
tlow.—Origen (7). 

2. cal ra rpia elo Oedc’ ra év ot¢ 9 Geornc.—Andreas Cretensis. 

3. abra ra rpia, Marjp...é&» ravra ra rpia.—Nomocanon. (See 
Porson, p. 234.) 

Upon the first of these quotations, the Scholion on Ps. cxxiil. 
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The reader will pause with me upon this last 
clause. When Mr. Porson says, ‘I know no Greek 
writer who has done the same in either of the verses,’ 
he in fact affirms, and stakes his credit on the affirma- 
tion, that zpéa in the neuter, as applied to either of 
the verses, does not exist in any Greek writer. Now 
the greatest Greek scholar, if unconversant with the 
question here at issue, might be ignorant on such a 
point. But the man who undertakes to treat an 
important subject has no such excuse. He is bound, 
above all other obligations, to bottom his authorities ; 
to leave nothing unexamined, nothing unascertained. 
Above all, to advance nothing that he cannot prove. 
He who sins against these primd facie obligations, 
cannot be more fully, or more justly exposed, than in 
Professor Porson’s own words: ‘I call upon you to 
justify your indolence to the Public; an indolence 
which, in any writer who aspires to the character of 
a patient and impartial investigator, amounts to 
criminal inattention.’-—Porson, p. 13. 

Could any one conceive that the man who uttered 
this condemnation, would be himself the first to incur 
it? Could any one believe, without the irrefragable 
evidence of facts, that the rpia of Euthymius Ziga- 
benus in the twelfth century, applying to the persons 
of the Trinity, and denounced as a solecism in Patristic 
literature by this oracle of all Greek lore, is to be 


ascribed to Origen, which Porson affects to slide over, I observe, that 
it is the essence of the seventh verse, entitled to rank as a tacit 
reference. St. Paul, 1 Cor. xiii. 18, turns three feminine nouns into 
neuters. See Bengel on 1 John v. 7. 
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found, so applied, in Greek Fathers of the second, the 
third, the fourth, and the eighth centuries? Yet 
such is the simple and confounding fact. I have 
myself verified zpia in the neuter, applied to the 
Persons of the Trinity, in St. Irenzeus, circ. a.p. 185, 
St. Hippolytus, a.p. 240, St. Basil, St. Athanasius, 
Eusebius, and Germanus, Archbishop of Constanti- 
nople, a.p. 715. How strange that Porson’s idle 
dictum should remain unchallenged for seventy-six 
years. 


The first occurrence of tpia I find in St. Irenseus, 
in a quotation from the arch-heretic Valentinus ;° a 


6 Knittel’s proof, from its common use by the orthodox and the 
heretics, that the phrase ty ra rpéa is certainly Scripture, cannot be 
evaded. Quoting St. Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 37, he argues thus : 
‘Gregory says, ‘‘ The phrase "EN TA TPIA is of such a nature, that 
neither the ‘EN supports the opinion of Sabellius, nor the TPIA 
the notion of those who falsely separate those divine persons.” 
We see then, from this passage, that the phrase ‘FN TA TPIA in- 
terested the orthodox and the heretics; both wishing to discover 
their opinions in it. Phrases which equally interested the heretics 
and the orthodox, and to which they mutually appealed, were none 
other than phrases in Scripture. This is notorious and self-evident. 
—New Cr. p. 69. 

That to borrow their phraseology from Scripture was the uniform 
policy of all the heretics is distinctly shown by Cyril of Alexan- 
dria: Ot ax6 racic aipécewe Ex rijc Oeorvevotov ypadgiic rac rijc 
éaurwy xdavijg auANEyovory agoppac’ ra dea rov ‘Aylov UMvevparoc 
opOsc eipnpéva, suig Eauvrwy KaKxovoiare mapagGelpovrec.—d. ut 
supra. 

The phrase ra rpia ty is specifically noted as one of their favourite 
Scripture plagiarisms. Thus Theodoritus, in his first dialogue 
against the heretic Macedonius, makes one of his followers Bay : 
TA TPIA ‘EN \éyw (showing, observes Knittel, that ‘ therefore this 
phrase greatly interested the heterodox.’) To which the orthodox 
replies, ‘fatc ‘Yroordceaty vix “Ev, adda Tpia.—Zd. 1b. 
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circumstance which carries back its use to A.p. 140, 
or to within fifty years of the received date of St. 
John’s First Epistle, and of the disputed verse. This 
quotation is in this light most remarkable, that Valen- 
tinus is here treating specially of St. John. He 
derives his corruption of the doctrine of the Trinity 
from the first verse of St. John’s Gospel ; and in this 
connection so introduces tpia, as to justify the belief 
that he derived the term from the ot rpeis of 1 John v. 7. 
As he takes his gnostic Trinity from St. John’s Gospel, 
it is only natural that he should take his title for it 
from the Epistle. We come now to the passage itself. 

"Iwdvyns, 6 pabntis tov Kupiov, Bovddpevos eimety 
THY TaV clwv yeerw, Kal Hv Ta Tavra mpoeBadrev 6 
Harnp, "Apyyv twa vroriBera: 7d mpatov yervnbev bd 
Tov Geod, dv Sy Kat Tidy povoyern Kai Oedv KékdnKkev: 
é& @ Ta tavra 6 Tarnp mpoeBadde oreppatixas: wd 
S€é rovrov gyi |’Iwavyys scil. | rov Adyov mpoBeBdAna bax, 
Kal €v avT@ THY OdAnYy TaY Aiw@vev ovdciay, HY avTos 
voTepoy eucppwoev 6 Adyos. mei ovv TEpi TpwTNS 
yeverews Néyet, KaAWS Amro THS apyNS, TOvTETTL TOV Beov 
Kat Tov Adyou, THY SiacKadtay zrovevrat, héyer S€ ovTWS: 
"Ev apxn hv 6 Adyos, kat 6 Adyos Hv mpds Tov Oedr, 
Kal Oeds Fv 6 Adyos: obros hv ev dpyn mpds Tov Bedv. 
Then follows his gnostic corruption of the Trinity : 
mpotepov Siacteikas Ta Tpia, Bedv, Kal "Apyny, Kat 
Adyov, makw avrTa [ta Tpia scil.] évot, va cat ri 
apoBodyy éxatépwv avtav Sei€y, Tov te Tiod, cat rod 

This heretic rule is repeated by the Arian Maximin to St. Augus- 


tine: ‘Em verd voces que extra Scripturam sunt, nullo casu a nobis 
suscipiuntur.’—Konittel, ut supra. 


Valentinus’ use of rpia. 9 


Adyov, Kat THY mpds dAAHOUS aya, Kal Tov Tpds TOY 
Tlarépa: ev eiow & yap t@ Harpi, cat ek rod Harps 
» Apxn, kat &« THs “Apxns, 6 Adyos: Kaas ovv elrrer, 
‘Ev ’Apxp fv 6 Adyos: hv yap év ro Tid, kat 6 Adyos 
iv mpos Tov Bedv, Kal yap y Apy7 Kat Beds Fv 6 Adyos 
aKxohovOws: TO yap Ex Beov yervnber, Beds eotw. obras 
qv ev apyn mpos Tov Oedv. Hecke THY THs TpoBodys 
raéuv—Ap. D. Iren. Advers. Heres. lib. i. p. 3%. 
Op. Paris, 1639. 

The first blow to Professor Porson’s credit comes 
from an unexpected quarter. It is given by ‘a Greek 
writer,’ not a Father of the Church, but a heretic 
prior to nearly all the Greek Fathers.’ In the fore- 
going example, containing the gnostic corruption 
of the doctrine of the Trinity, we have the earliest 
known instance of zpia in the neuter applied to 


7 Inter heresiarchas evi Apostolico proximi haud infimum 
locum tenuit Valentinus; quem ipsum quoque Apostolicum secu- 
lum attigisse, et Johanne Apostolo adhuc vivente heresim suam 
disseminasse, Victorinus et Autpertus in suis ad Apocalypsin 
Commentariis tradiderunt; quorum auctoritate Cotelerius, in notis 
ad Epistolam Ignatii Magnesiis inscriptam, probat, Ienatio Valen- 
tini errores perspectos et cognitos esse potuisse. —lIttig. De Heres. 
JEv. Apost. cap. v. p. 116. 

St. Ignatius, ina very remarkable sentence, has not only St. John’s 
doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, but the names of the three Persons, 
and their unity as given in the seventh verse: imtoraynre rp Emioxory 
kal Gd\AfAac, we Inoovc Xpiorog ry warpi Kara capxa, kai vi axdoroXot 
te Xpiorg, cai rp arpi, cat rp vedpart, iva Evwore  capcuh re 
cai wvevparixh.—Ad Magnes. ep. iv. cap. xill. 

The unity of membership in the Church is here illustrated from 
the triune Godhead, exactly as stated in 1 John v. 7, and there 
only. The spirit of controversy, one might think, could alone 
question that this Apostolic Father drew his language from the 
controverted verse; the only categorical Scripture enunciation of 
the Unity of the three Divine Persons. 
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Persons,—to the three Persons of Valentinus’s Trinity. 
The earliness of the date of the document (circ. 
A.D. 140) precludes the possibility of the term being 
borrowed from Christian writers. But the idea is 
equally precluded by the circumstances of the case. 
For Valentinus most certainly would not borrow his 
language from any Patristic writer. He cites Scrip- 
ture only as authority, and professes to be guided by 
the words of Scripture alone? In the passage before 
us, accordingly, he quotes and reasons exclusively 
from St. John. We see how accurately he cites the 
first words of his Gospel. When, therefore, we meet 
in him, in the immediate context, the term ra tpia 
applied to the three Persons of his Trinity, it is surely 
self-evident that he takes it from the ot rpets of 
1 John v. 7, and from this Scripture single precedent 
alone. But Valentinus, here, not only takes his rpia 
from verse 7, but the context in which it stands 
contains the whole idea of that verse—its Trinity in 
Unity: mpérepov dSuorethas ta tpia—mahw aira 
évot. Now what is this but a close metaphrase of 
St. John’s obrou of rpets ev eiou? 

Let an impartial judgment weigh only the facts,— 
that Valentinus lived in the generation next to St. 
John; that he preceded, consequently, all save the 
earliest Apostolic Fathers ; that he was an arch-heretic, 
who could not if he would, and would not if he could, 


8 Utantur heretici omnes Scripturis ejus cujus utuntur etiam 
mundo. £Erit illis hoc quoque in testimonium judicii, quod de 
exemplis ipsius blasphemias suas instruunt.’—Tertull. de Patientid, 
Op. p. 15, ed. Paris, 1580. 


The ra rpia of St. Hippolytus. (I 


borrow his language on points of doctrine from any 
catholic writers; that, in the passage before us, he 
avowedly follows St. John, and accurately quotes 
him where he professes to do so; that he gives the 
first verse of his Gospel, and the full substance of 
v. 7 of his First Epistle. Let all this be weighed, 
and then let it be decided whether his ra rpia évot 
could come from any other source. 

The importance of the whole passage from Valen- 
tinus, as evidence to the authenticity of the text of 
the three Heavenly Witnesses, can hardly be overrated. 
But our immediate concern is with his ra tpia, and 
its exposure of Professor Porson’s ex cathedra dictum, 
‘I know of no Greek writer who has zpia in the 
neuter in either of the verses.’ 

The ra tpia of Valentinus, we have seen, has been 
preserved to us by St. Ireneeus. The next occurrence 
of the term, I discover in St. Hippolytus, the disciple 
of Irenzus, circ. A.D. 240. This is the earliest 
example of the expression in any extant Greek 
Father. Hippolytus, it will presently appear, when 
treating expressly on the Trinity, uses ra pia in the 
neuter, applied to the Persons, in the very way so 
denounced and ridiculed by Porson as an incredible 
soleci3m in Travis’s quotation from Euthymius Ziga- 
benus. It is almost needless to say, that Hippolytus 
most certainly did not take his tpia from Valentinus. 
The catholic Father, and the gnostic heretic, must 
alike have derived the expression from a prior source. 
But they could have had no source in common save 
Scripture. And the only Scripture in which the idea 
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of ra rpia &, ‘The Three—One,’ is categorically 
expressed, is 1 John v. 7. The whole reason of the 
case plainly marks that hence, and hence alone, both 
derived it. But this conclusion receives further and 
final confirmation from the fact, which the reader 
will find presently in the following extracts, viz. that 
Hippolytus expressly affirms of himself and his fellow- 
teachers, that they drew the doctrine of the Godhead 
wholly and solely from the holy Scriptures.® 

Thus much premised, we come now to the litera 
scripta of this primitive Bishop. His treatise against 
Noétus is, in the main, in point of fact, an explication 
and application of 1 John v. 7. Its subject is the 
Mystery of the Trinity in Unity, exactly as it is 


9 St. Athanasius follows the same golden rule:—xara yap rhy 
napadoeicay iptv rapa rav xarépwy ‘Anoorodtiy xlorev xap- 
éSweu' pndey EEwOev éxcvonouy’ add’ Srep Epaboy, évexapata 
auugwrwc raicdylate ypagaic’ cippwyor yap Kai rovro rot¢ 
xpoaronmepacperoic xpoc PeBaiwow Ex trav adyiwy ypagwy’ «kai 
ox tbwOev Exeveronrac’ aAX’ avroc 6 Kuptoc Inoove Xpeorce du’ eavrov 
edidaoxe thy Lapapeirer, cat Gc abrijg hyde, trnv ric ayiag Tpiatocg 
reXedrnra, ddialperor eapyovaay Kai piay Oedrnra.—st. Athan. 
ad Serap. Op. tom. |. p. 208. 

So, befure him, Tertullian: ‘Quippé cum etiam illa que in 
Scripturis sunt posita Christi divinitatis insignia nullo modo debemus 
recugare, nec [fors. ne} Scripturarum auctoritatem corrumpendo in- 
tegritatem fidei sancte corrupisse teneamur.’—Op. de Trin. p. 515. 

Could the Father who penned this sentence be guilty of coining 
the definition ‘Qui tres unum sunt’? Yet this is the charge which 
Professor Porson prefers, when he calls this phrase, ‘ Tertullian’s 
own words.’ 

In the same treatise, Tertullian prepares us for his brief quota- 
tions, telling us that he writes briefly on the doctrine of the Trinity. 
‘Et hee quidem de Patre, et de Filio, et de Spiritu Sancto, breviter 
sint nobis dicta, et strictim posita, et non longa disputatione 
porrecta.’—Op. p. 514. 


St. Hippolytus contra Noétum. 13 


o 


stated in that verse. St. Hippolytus not only uses the 
term tpia corresponding with the ot tpeis of St. John; 
but, like St. John, he employs the terms é, and és 76 
év, contra-distinctively ; and so employs them as to 
point out their true force in the seventh and eighth 
verses, as directed against St. John’s contemporary, 
Cerinthus, and the other early gnostics. He shows 
that Cerinthus, Marcion, Valentinus, and Noétus, all, 
alike admitted the doctrine of the 7d “Ev, and of the 
necessary convergence of all things ets To €v,—To map 
els Eva avatpéyer’ et ov Ta Taya eis Eva avaTpEexel,— 
Tov Eva sportoyjnowow—eva Bedv déyew. 
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CHAPTER II. 
Ta Tpva "Ev, 


St. Hippolytus versus Porson: tpia in the neuter 
applied to the three Persons. 


TIo\\a Sé Kai érepa, paddrgov S€ mavra eoTw pap- 
“A “ > 4 > Ud > » A Q 
TupovvTa TH adnOeia. avdyKnv ody exer Kal py 
Gédwv opodoyety arépa @edv wavtoKparopa, Kat Xpio- 
.' b “A en “~ “ Sod o Aa 
Tov “Incovv Tidv Beco Ocdv avOpwrov yevopevov, @ 

4 “ e 4 ‘ e “A Q td 
aavtTa Iarnp vmerage mapexros éavtod, Kat Tvevparos 
ayiov' kal rovTous elvat ovTws TPIA. Ei dé Bovdera 

A A \ 9 , , 9 , 
pabety mas els Oeds amrodetkvuTat, ywwoKerw OTe pia 
Svvapus TovTOV, Kal Ogov pev Kata Thy S¥vapu, Ets 
> “ y Q A “\ > id “ 
éoTt Beds, Ooov S€ Kata THY oiKovopiay, TpLx7s (cor. 
tptyas, Routh) éridegis.—Contra Noét. ap. Routh, 
Opusc. vol. i. p. 63. 

A more complete exposure of Porson’s ignorance, 
at once, of his proper authorities, and of Patristic 
Greek, in his denial of the existence ‘in any Greek 
writers’ of tpia in the neuter applied to the Persons 
of the Trinity, and his sarcastic misrendering of 
Euthymius Zigabenus, ‘these three (persons) are 
one (thing),’ surely cannot be conceived than the 
clause kat tovtovs elvat ovtTws tpia, in the above 


passage of Hippolytus. 


The Source of St. Hippolytus’ Terminology. 15 


That his doctrine of the Godhead, and the terms 
for expressing it, were taken wholly and solely from 
Scripture, we know on Hippolytus’s own authority in 
the following passage: in which he lays down the 
golden rule, that from Scripture alone we derive our 
knowledge of God."° 

Els @eds, bv odK dhdoDey ETiytvaog Koper, adedrgoi, 
h [ex] Trav dyiov ypagdav. “Ov yap tpdrov édy tis 
BovrnOy tiv codiay tov aia@vos TovTOV acKelW, ovK 
GAkws Suvycerat tovtou Tvyev, éav py Sdypacr dudro- 


10 The rule here laid down by Hippolytus, that ‘from Scripture 
alone we derive our knowledge of God,’ was indubitably a law 
common to all the Fathers, This consideration alone is decisive for 
Knittel’s conclusion that the ra rpia ty, and év ra rpia, of St. Gregory 
Nazianzen, is direct tacit quotation from 1 John v. 7. Here is 
Knittel’s masterly argument. ‘Is the expression “'Three are one™ 
—this almost unquestionable allusion to 1 John v. 7—found in any 
other Greek Father whatever? I answer, Yes. The very man upon 
whose silence people have relied so confidently in our days, in assailing 
the authenticity of this celebrated text-—-even Gregory Nazianzen— 
uses the very same expression, and in that very discourse from which 
men have been wont to controvert the existence of 1 John v. 7 in the 
Greek exemplars (sec Wetstein, NV. 7’. t. 11. p. 722). In this his 
thirty-seventh Discourse, which treats of the Holy Ghost, he says, at 
the beginning of p. 598 (Cologne edition, 1690), “EN TA TPIA 
Gcornrt, cat TO EN TPIA raig¢ iétérnot. Further, in his fifty-first 
Discourse, he sayz, in the middle of p. 739: “EN yap TA TPIA, «ai 
ravrov [rabro?] ry Oedryre. Finally, in his twelfth Discourse, at p. 
204, he says, cat TA TPIA “EN. He also thrice mentions the Three 
Divine Persons, with the very names, and in the same consecutive 
order, in which they occur only once in Holy Scripture, i.e. in 
1 John v.7. In his Op#roc, in the 113th verse, he says, ’AA\a 
TTATEP, Iarpé¢ re AOTOS, cai IINEYMA gasevor. And in the 
forty-second Discourse, Eic ro “Ayr [deya, towards the end, 
QO ITATEP, cai AOE, cai INEYMA TO‘ATION. And in the 
twenty-fifth Discourse, Ipoc 'Apentvouc, xui eig abrov, he says, at 
p. 442, Ob Wevoopui oe TIATEP drapye, ob Yevoopai ce poroyeres 
AOTE, od Wevoopai oe TO IINEYMA TO ‘ATION. 
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codwy éevriyy, Tov avTov Sn Tpdmov dao HeoceBetav 
aoKxew BovddpeBa, obk addAoev doxycopme, H ex TOY 
Loyiwyv rod Beov. “Oca toivuv mpicaovow ai Petar 
ypadgat, dwper, kai doa SiddoKovow ervyvaper, Kai ws 
Oéhen Tlarnp miorever Oar, mrotevowpev, Kat as Béde 
Tiov So€aler Oar, So€aowper, kat ws Ode vetpa ayrov 
Swpcta bar, \dBwper.—Ap. Routh, Opusc. vol. i. p. 64. 

Could the man who penned this sentence, coin for 
himeelf, or receive from any mere human authority, 
the awful title of the Godhead ? The idea is self- 
eversive. Hippolytus (as already shown by the 
priority of its date) could not have invented his 
tpia-év, and (from his rule of knowing the Godhead 
solely from Scripture) could not have adopted the 
phrase from any uninspired authority. But, if this be 
so, his rpia-év is the otro. ot tpets & eioe of 1 John 
v. 7: the only Scripture in which the definition 
occurs. The Patristic rule of deriving the terms 
defining the Godhead solely from Scripture, here 
stated by Hippolytus, was assuredly adhered to by 
his immediate predecessors, Tertullian and Cyprian. 
This alone decides their definitions to be quotations. 

‘Is not all this a very plain intimation that the Bishop read 
1 John v. 7 in his Greek New Testament, and intended an allusion 
to that passage in the expressions which he has used?’—New 
Criticisms on 1 John v. 7. pp. 55-57. London, 1829. 

St. Hippolytus's rule makes Knittel’s conclusion on his use of the 
above terms absolute. Elc Oedc, dy ovx AAAOGEY Excytvwoxoper, 
adedgot, ij [ex] rdv dyiwy ypagar. . . dca roivuy xnpvooovery ai 
Betar ypagal, tdwper, cat dca didacKxovarw excyywpev’ Kat we Bérec 
Tlarhp meorevecOat, miorevowper, wai we Géree Yiov dokalecOat, doba- 
owper, kai we Oéder TIvevpa Aytoy Cwpeicbar, AdBwyev. According 
to this golden rule, Gregory's words are quotation of the seventh 
verse. 


CY 


St. Hippolytus quotes 1 John v. 7 in substance. 17 


In his fourteenth chapter, Hippolytus thus again 
lays down the fundamental law, that Scripture is our 
only authority for any definition of the Godhead: 
Tatra pev ovv, ddeddot, onpaivovow ai ypadai: 
TAVTHY THY OiKovopiay Tapadidwow Huw Kal 6 paKd- 
ptos ‘Iwavyns, & Evayyedio paptuparv, Kal rovrov 
Tov Adyov BeEdv cpodoyel ovTws éywv: “Ev dpyp Fv 6 
Adyos, kat 6 Adyos hv mpds Tov Oedv, kat Beds Fv o 
Adyos. i dé ody 6 Adyos mpos Tov Gedy, Beds dv, Ti 
otv dycevev av Tis, d¥0 eye Oeovs; Svo pev ovK épa 
Geos, add’ 7 Eva, mpdcwma Sé Svo, oixovopiav Se 
TpiTHY, THY Xapw TOV ayiov TIvevparos. Tarjp pev 
yap els, mpdowra Sé dvo, ott Kat 6 Tids, 7d 8€ Tpirov 
To ayvov TIvevpa. Iarip évré\\erat, Adyos atorehei, 
Tids 5é Seixvvrar 86 ob} Harnp morreverau. oixovopia 
oupduvias ouvaryerar cis Eva Oedv’ els yap coTw 6 
Oeds. O yap Kedevwr, Tarnp, 6 S€ vraxovwr, Tios, 76 
Se ouverilov, ayvov Ivetpa. 6 dv, Tarnp emt mavrov, 
6 Sé Tids Sid wdvrwr, 76 Sé ayvov IIvedpa év Tracw. 
GAXws Te Eva Bedv vopioas py Svvdpeda, éav pr) vTws 
Tarpi xai Tig xai ayio Tvedparimorevowper.— Contra 
Noét. Routh. Opuse. vol. i. p. 69, 70. 

In this passage, we observe, Hippolytus rests his 
doctrine of the Godhead upon the authority of St. 
John. He sets out by quoting from his Gospel. He 
proceeds to lay down, in substance if not in terms, 
St. John’s doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, as found, 
and as found only, in 1 John v. 7. Can we reason- 
ably doubt, that as he certainly draws his first state- 
ment of the doctrine from the first verse of St. John’s 
Gospel, so he derives his subsequent statement, agree- 

C 
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ing as it does in every essential point with the text of 
the three Heavenly Witnesses, from the fifth chapter 
and seventh verse of St. John’s First Epistle ? When 
a writer formally gives his Scriptural authority in so 
high a matter, surely he must give notice if he 
changed to another Scripture. But there is no note 
of change. On the contrary, the whole reasoning so 
hinges upon the two texts from St. John, that 
without that from the Epistle, the text from the 
Gospel would be incomplete for the writer’s object, 
and no third text, not even the baptismal one, could 
supply the chasm. 


St. Basil versus Porson: tpia in the neuter applied to 
the three Persons. 


To the two examples of rpia already adduced from 
Valentinus ap. Ireneeus and from Hippolytus, I now 
add a third, from St. Basil, in a passage treating of 
the Trinity in Unity almost identically as it is stated 
in 1 John v. 7; and applying rpia in the neuter, to 
the three Persons. 

Tats Oeiats ypadats évavriovpevor' ti dé évar- 
Tivoat TH KaAD TavTH TioTeEl, Kat cwlovoy 
opodoyia, 

Oc0s, Adyos, Ivetdpa: 
Harnp, Tiss, cat 7d IIvedpa ; 


Tpias év Tpidds woavtws, &v toe aite *Aroartoo, 
capus paptupyaei—or py THv Svdda dyvaipovor, 
padrov S€ Tpiada tiv Movdda xynpvocortes, ddd, 
€v0TNT a BedryrTos ciddres, év Evt TpoTwTw Ta TPIA 
Knpvacovot.—Op. tom. ii. p. 131, ed. Paris. 1618. 
Here is our third Patristic example of rpia in the 


St. Basil versus Porson. 19 


neuter applied to the Persons of the Trinity; an 
idiomatic usage unknown to Porson, who says, ‘I 
know of no Greek writer who has done the same in 
either of the verses ’! 

But this most remarkable passage from St. Basil 
calls for closer examination. It has far more im- 
portant bearings than the exposure of Professor 
Porson. For it is a formal opodoyia, or Confession 
of Faith in the Trinity, avowedly drawn up from 
Scripture." St. Basil’s double enunciation of the three 
Persons is consequently, in fact, a double quotation. 
And whence is this twofold quotation derived? No. 1. 
from 1 John v. 7, and No. 2. from St. Matthew xxviii. 
19; the only texts in the whole Bible m which the 
catholic doctrine is thus categorically laid down. In 


11 Eusebius, when treating on the Godhead, recognizes the rule 
that the Scripture terms ure the sole authorities, as the standard 
rule of the universal Church. He therefore observes of the heretic 
Marcellus, ov« Exwy yap éx rav Oelwy ypagpay ro Eavrov xara- 
oxevacae PovrAnpa, Eri rove cogwrarove, we OleTal, GvarpexXet marépac. 
—Contra Marcell. p. 21, ap. Demonstrat. Evangel. ed. Paris, 1628. 

Accordingly what he states as the universal confession of faith, is 
taken wholly from St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7. This 
confession he traces through the earliest records of the Church 
universal. His words are most remarkable: Tatra 6 MapxedXoc 
mpoc ’Aarépwov’ ovx apeoxdperog ry, rov Ilarépa ceiv adnOwe Iarépa 
dpodoyeir, cat rov Yiov, kat ro Tvetpa Gyr woatrwco. Ey Cé Kal 
‘Opeyeé voucwaAatorépwry a vdpwrv mrEloroe Saag ExxAXAnotareKoic 
ovyypappaor évreriynxa, 'Emoxdxwy re xal Luvdcwy emorodaic 
dtagdpoige WpdOraXat ypagelcacc, ou’ wy el¢ xat abroc 6 rii¢ 
wicrewo Xapakryp axodeixyura—Contra Marcell, p. 20, ap. De- 
monstrat. Evangel. 

The rule, ‘ Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus,’ is here, 
by anticipation, admirably brought out, and brought home to the 
Confession of Faith in the Trinity, and to its sole origin, the words of 
Holy Scripture; i.e. to St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and | John v. 7. 

c 2 
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other words, St. Basil’s @eds, Adyos, Hvetpa, is St. 
John’s 6 Iarnp, 6 Adyos, kai ro ayiov IIvevpa, as his 
Ilarnp, Lids, cai ro TIvevpa, is St. Matthew’s rov 
IIarpés, kat rod Tiod, kai Tov ayiov Ivevparos. The 
twofold Triad of the Persons in this Confession, 
admits of no other possible explanation. That St. 
Matthew is here quoted, who will venture to question ? 
but as certainly as the second Triad is taken from St. 
Matthew xxviii. 19, the first Triad of St. Basil is taken 
from 1 John v.7. His substitution in the first clause 
of @eds for arnp (probably to avoid the repetition) 
only strengthens the proof of reference to St. John’s 
Epistle, because St. John himself makes this very 
change in a following verse, v. 9, where he twice 
speaks of the witness of the Father (6 Iarjp) as the 
witness of God ( paprupia tod Ocov). 

I maintain, therefore, that this double enumeration 
of the Persons is a double quotation of 1 John v. 7, 
and St. Matthew xxviii. 19. For St. Basil tells us 
that he is here following the Scripture (rats Betas 
ypagais); a clear notification that every word of the 
saving Confession of the Faith (7 cwlovon spodoyia) 
is taken from them. His every word, therefore, is 
‘weighed in the balance of the sanctuary’; his two 
Triads are alike necessarily Scripture; each verbal 
variation is sacred,—his Adyos is 1 John v. 7, and his 
Tids, St. Matthew xxviii. 19. To assume that, in a 
formal Confession of Faith, he could be guilty of 
changing our Lord’s word Tids into Adyos without — 
the authority of another Scripture, would be to charge 
him with falsi/ying the Divine Formula of Baptism! 
I affirm, therefore, as a moral certainty, that the 
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Adyos of St. Basil’s first Triad of the Divine Persons 
_ is St. John’s Adyos, v. 7; and that, by necessary con- 
sequence, this Triad of the Divine names is a tacit quo- 
tation of the three Heavenly Witnesses of that verse. 

Viewed in any other light, his repetition of the 
Divine names would be an unmeaning pleonasm, utterly 
inconsistent with the character of this great Father. 
For accuracy of thought, and accuracy of expression, 
was his very nature, as witnessed by his well-known 
motto: duayepis eiue mpds wav 7d arédecrov. 

His extreme accuracy considered, a clear note of 
quotation arises from a single word, the term Aoyos 
in his first Triad. For by St. John alone is the term 
Adyos substituted for Tids in the definition of the 
Trinity, and St. Basil introduces it only in this formal 
Confession.!2 Throughout his subsequent argument, 


12 St. Athanasius, like St. Basil, substitutes the Adyo¢ of St. John 
for the more general New Testament term, Yidc. This substitution in 
the following passage on the Trinity alone suffices to show that he had 
1 John v. 7 in his view: éd:cawwOnper dé, we elzev 6 'Ardarodog, 
éy rp dvdpare rov Kupiov jay ‘Iycov Xptorov, xai €v rp Tvevpure rou 
Ocov fpady* adialperov yap rod Adyov gore ro Uvevpa, apede 
Aéyovrog rov Xpiorov, éhevodpeOa 'Eyw xai 6 Tlarip, cuveccép- 
xerace TO Iveipa od GAdAwe 7 we 6 Yidg Ev Hiv oixnowy.—Ad 
Serap. Op. tom. i. p. 205, ed. Par. 1627. Now, though the quotation 
here is St. Paul, the Adyoc is St. John. Which, as introduced in 
this place treating directly of the Trinity, as the designation proper to 
the second Person, can come only from 1 John v. 7, the only text 
in which the term 6 Adyoc, or Adyos, is 80 employed. 

Critics and commentators too easily glide over such minute 
indexes * of quotation or reference. But they are not the less sure 
for guidance. Never would the great defender of the Scripture 


* In such indexes, although small pricks 
To their subsequent volumes, there is seen 
The baby figure of the giant mass 
Of things to come at lurge. 


— aR ree iat — een a 
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it is observable, he employs the term Tids only. The 
point is a minute one, but all the more indicative of 
quotation. 

We have seen that in his @eds, Adyos, IIvevpa, we 
have the three Divine Persons of 1 John v. 7. It 
remains only to show that, like St. John, he in- 
troduces them as heavenly witnesses, for then he 
gives us the remainder of the seventh verse. Now 
this he does most clearly in the immediate context— 
Tpias &v Tpiadt @oavrws paptupyoes. For what is 
this but St. John’s—Tpets ciow of paptrupodvres 
- év T@ ovpave@, oO Ilarnp, 6 Adyos, Kat Td ayiov 
Ilvevpa ? 


Eusebius versus Porson: tpia in the neuter applied to 
the Persons. 


My next authority for zpia in the neuter applied to 
the Persons of the Trinity, is Eusebius, in the follow- 
ing passage from his ‘ Demonstratio Evangelica,’ p. 167. 

WS aU Tadw Kat TO heyew, Ta Tpia elvat Tov Ilarépa, 
kal Tov Tidy, kat Td ayvov TIvedpa.— Contra Marcellum. 

The alleged solecism, whose existence Porson denies 
‘in any Greek writer,’ stands out in this passage in 
as sharp and bold relief as though Eusebius had 
written the sentence for the enlightenment of the 
learned Professor. For this brief sentence is simply 
tpta in the neuter predicated of the three Persons of 
the Trinity. 


doctrine, in treating, as above, on the Trinity, have applied the title 
Adyocg to the second Person, had he not found it so applied in 
Scripture; but 1 John v. 7 is the only Scripture where it is so 
applied. 
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St. Gregory Nazianzen versus Porson: tpia applied to 
the Persons. 


With great triumph over Martin and Travis, Porson 
announces his discovery, that the cat ra tpia é of 
Euthymius Zigabenus is a phrase taken, not from 
1 John v. 7, but from St. Gregory Nazianzen; who 
uses it, the Professor further alleges, not as a quo- 
tation, but as a saying of his own. Now as this 
phrase, or its equivalent, had been employed long 
previously to Gregory, by the author of the ‘ Philo- 
patros,’ by Valentinus, by Hippolytus (not to speak 
of the Latins St. Cyprian and Tertullian), and also 
contemporanecously by St. Basil, in express connection 
with St. John’s doctrine of the Trinity, the attempt 
to make the words ra tpia €v St. Gregory’s own saying 
is transparently abortive. Whether quotation or not, 
the phrase was a conventional one." 

But I will now show the reader what, though 
‘extremely fond of Gregory,’ this learned Professor 
did not discover,—namely, that Gregory himself 
elsewhere uses this very phraseology, when speaking 


13 Knittel had stated this, and thus contradicted by anticipation 
Porson’s baseless assertion: ‘If it be said that Gregory did not 
consider them [viz. his ra rpfa gv] to be the words of the Apostle, 
there is only this alternative: either the bishop himself invented 
this clause, or borrowed it elsewhere. That he was not the inventor 
I think is palpably evident; because the phrase éy ra rpia, long 
before the middle of the fourth century, was a solemn form of 
expression, and generally known among the Greek Christians, to desig- 
nate the Holy Trinity. —New Criticisms, p. 64. 
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expressly of the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity; ™* 
and supplies a fresh example of zpia in the very way 
of which Porson says, ‘I do not know of any Greek 
writer who has done the same in either of the verses.’ 
The passage, quoted by Germanus, Archbishop of 
Constantinople, a. p. 715, is as follows: & rovrots dé 
tots Bpaxéot pypact [7d tTpioayrov scilicet] Kad@s 
YoeiTaL Tapa TOD peyadov Heodyou ovtTw Tas [? ws] 
elpnevov* Araipetrar yap add.aiperws, iv’ ovTws ETH, Kat 
ouvanrerat Sunpnpevws’ Kat ad\d\ayov 6 adrds’ ov POdvw 
TO &y ewonoat, Kat TOLS TPLOt TEpadptropat’ ov 
pOdvw Ta Tpia Suede, Kat eis TO ev dvadepopar. 
Germanus resumes: aAAQ py Tis Tas papTupias 
TavTas TOU Tpioayiov akovwr, K.T.X. 

Can any doubt that St. Gregory, here, uses ra tpia 
in connection with the Persons of the Trinity? But 
if he does, his kai ra tpia ev is as certainly a tacit 
quotation of 1 John v. 7, as are the similar ex- 
pressions in the earlier Greek Fathers. 

14 Gregory's expressions, as brought together in the following 
sentence from Knittel, are all disjecta membra of the seventh verse. 
‘Gregory, beyond all dispute, got his proof, “ Three are one,” from 
Holy Scripture. Doubtless, therefore, he got his TA TPIA ‘EN, his 
‘EN TA TPIA, his combined ITATHP, AOTOX, cai DNEYMA ro 
‘ATION, from 1 John v. 7; and therefore he quoted this text.’— 
New Crit. p.71. The reader will see that here we have, not only 
St. John’s unique expression ‘ Three are one,’ but also his equally 
unique connumeration of the three Divine Persons, ‘ The Father, 
THE Worp, and the Holy Spirit,’ all, alike, terms peculiar to the 
seventh verse. If the evidence of quotation in these two clauses, 
as they stand separately in the text of St. Gregory, be strong, their 
combined evidence, as here presented by Knittel, seems conclusive of 
quotation. 


'® The editor of the Paris edition of Tertullian’s works (fol., 
1580), supplies a copious list of Fathers, Greek and Latin, from the 
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second century down, who one and all state and argue on the 
doctrine of the Trinity in Unity in the words of this conventional 
phrase. 

‘Omnis qua de Trinitate suscipi potest disputatio, his duobus 
terminatur, quomodo sit unitas essentie in tribus personis; et tres 
persone in unitate substantie. Et jampridem ab innumeris 
sanctis Ecclesie patribus—QJustino, Tertulliano, Cyrillo, Ambrosio, 
Augustino, Athanasio, Hilario Theodorcto, Mar. Victorino, ct 
ceteris, tam adversus Judeos quam in hereticos—sit definitum 
quomodo tria unum et unum tria sint.’—Tertull. Op. Annotationes, 
p. 516. 

What save Scripture authority, and Scripture words, could create 
an unanimity like this? Scripture was the sole oracle of all these 
ancient Fathers. And their tria unum, and unum tria, a unique 
formula peculiar to the seventh verse, are as certainly St. John's 
aai ovrot of rpetc Ev eit, as that the Fathers (by their own uniform 
nffirmation) drew the doctrine of the Godhead solely trom Scripture. 
The consent of such a galaxy of ancients, of different Churches, 
diverse languages, and distant lands, is one of the most glorious ex- 
emplifications extant of Vincentius Lirinensis’s golden rule of faith— 
Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus creditum est. 

Having already proved against Porson, from its prior use 
by Hippolytus and other earlier Greek Fathers, that the phrase 
TA TPIA ‘EN in relation to the Persons of the Trinity, was cer- 
tainly not (as he alleged) St. Gregory’s own expression, it inevitably 
follows from the learned Professor’s own admission, in the case of 
Euthymius, that ‘it is the clause of 1 John v. 7.’ The admission 
is far too important not to pin him down to it: I therefore repeat 
his words: ‘I grant that this clause [viz. cai ra rpia éy] relates to 
the Trinity. And if it be a quotation from Scripture, | will grant 
THAT IT IS THE CLAUSE OF 1 Jonn v. 7.’ Now as the phrase is not 
St. Gregory’s own, but common to him with earlier and with 
contemporary Greek Fathers, (the clearest proof of its being quotation 
from Scripture,) what Porson pronounces of its occurrence in 
Euthymius Zigabenus, applies a fortiori to all its Patristic occurrences 
in connection with the Persons of the Trinity; or, in his own 
words, ‘it is the clause of 1 John v. 7.’ Of this verse my every 
Patristic extract in this and the adjacent chapters becomes thus, 
on Porson’s own admission, a distinct and independent quotation. 
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CHAPTER III. 
Ta Tpia “Ev. 


St. Athanasius versus Porson: rpia, and ta tpia &, 
applied to the Persons. 


In the ‘Dialogue with Macedonius,’ ascribed to St. 
Athanasius, and treating exclusively of the doctrine 
of the Trinity, I find a crowning example of the 
alleged solecism; not only of tpia in the neuter 
applied to the Persons of the Trinity, but of the 
phrase ra tpia ev of Euthymius Zigabenus, which 
Porson asserts to be taken, not from 1 John v. 7, but 
from St. Gregory Nazianzen, whose saying, he tells us, 
it was. Now, in the passage to be submitted, the 
phrase is introduced as a standard formula in the 
Church, not only by the Catholic dialogist, but by the 
Macedonian heretic. It stands as the universally 
received key-note of all debate upon the Scripture 
doctrine. The reader will judge. 

Macedon. wddw obv ra tpia év déyo. 

Orthodox. tats vrogtacecw ovy @v adda Tpia. 

Macedon. tas ovv déyw, piav diow; 

Orthodow. ort Gpoiws 

6 Ilarnp, cai 6 Lids, Kat 76 Tvedpa 

Tv Tov Ilatpos adavaciay Eyer’ Kat wommép Tad os Kat 
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Tlérpos xai Tindbeos picews pas eiow Kal tpeis vroard- 
ges, ovtws IHarépa kat Tiov Kat dyvov Ivedpa rpets 
vrooTages Néyw, Kat piav duow.—St. Athan. Op. 
tom. ii. p. 269.'° 

Would Porson, were he living, bold as he was, 
venture to confront this evidence for the ra tpia év 
being the catholic expression of the Scripture doctrine 
of the Trinity? But the Scriptural type of this set 
phrase is found only in 1 John v. 7. 

But, if the Dialogue before us be rightly ascribed 
to St. Athanasius, it is the beginning only of his 
witness. In another place of his works we meet the 
following words : ‘O @eds 7 Tpvas, 6 Iarjp, cat 6 


16 didw¢ kat pla Oeorne goriv év Tpedds.—St. Athan. Op. i. 824. 

GAN’ de pdvoe Gy rov Ozov Adyog einyyedloOn zapa rod Iwavrov, 
6 Adyog capt éyévero xai wavra &t’ abrov éyévero. 66 Kai mepi 
rovrov porov rou Kupiou hywy 'Inacov Xprorov, cai wept rijc mpoc rov 
Ilarépa évdrnrog abrov, yéyparrae xai deixvurae ra papre- 
pea* rov peéy Tlarpocg onpaivovroc, Eva rov Yiov elvat, cal 
rovrov elyat povoyery.—St. Athan. Op. tom. i. p. 410. 

Now two only of our Lord’s disciples, St. John and St. Paul, 
have borne this witness. Of these two, St. John only has used the 
term 6 Adyoc of the Son, and has done so as regards his unity with 
the Father only in the disputed verse. It follows that St. Athanasius 
here refers to this verse. 

Again: el¢ gor 6 rod Oeov Adyor, 6 povog tdo¢g Kal yrhatoc 
éx rijc obsiag abrod dv Yioc, cal aywpwrov Exwy rv mpoc ror 
[arépa éavrov ry évérnra rig Oeornroc.—Id. id. p.- 411. The 
term 6 Adyoc is thus employed only in 1 John v. 7. 

1 John v. 7 paraphrased in the following passage : 

Zy yap eldocg Oedrnroc, Orep orl cai Ev rp Adyy* Kal ele Ode 
6 Llariip: ép éaurp wy, xara ro, éwi wavrwv elvac’ Kal év rp Yig dé 
garvopevoc, kara 70, da wavrwy Cujcery* Kal ev rp Tredpare de, cara 
ro, dea rov Adyou év abrp évepyeiv’ otrw Kai Eva cia rit¢ Tpradoc 
& poroyotper elvarov Oedy. Kai modu paddov evoeféorepor dé- 
joper. . . Ore ray play ey Tptade Oedrnra gporovperv.—St. Atha- 
nasius, Op. tom. i. p. 468. 
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Tids, Kat 7d IIvetpa Td ayuov—ev €ore Kat Tpia— Op. 
tom. i. p. 438. 

And yet again: éi rod @eov Ta Tpia mpdcwra, 
tov te Ilatépa, kat Tidy, Kat 7d ayov TIvedpa, 
Ocov Eva héyoper, kal ov Tpets.'” Kat wept perv THS 
émiyvacews THS ayias Tpiddos apKeitw TavTa TH 
avorevovri.!®—ii. 440. 

And once more, and once for all: pndets dpvovpevos 
Ta Tpia, THY povada evpioxew vopiléra, GAN &v TH 
Tpiddt vocitw Td Ev, Exwv TO KEepdAaLoy THS TicTEWSs 
évt@ Bantiopati, Kat Tals Tpicly ayias oppayior.— 
ii. 658. 

But the examples in exposure of Porson’s dictum 
as to the non-use of zpia in connection with ‘either 
of the verses (1 John v. 7, 8) by any Greek writer’ 
are endless. I shall close the topic with two or 
three of a lower date, showing, not only the existence, 
but the continuance, of the usage. The following 
instances from Germanus, Archbishop of Constan- 
tinople a.p. 715, and from the ‘ Definitio Fidei,’ ap. 
Galland. tom. xiii. p. 880, will more than suffice. 

To Sé€ elvew Kupws, é€voe rov Ilatépa, rov Tidy, 
Kai TO IIvedpa Td ayvov, Kat & ta Tpia,—Germ. ap. 
Galland. t. xvi. p. 221. 


Aéyerar be éx Tpirov To Tpiody.ov, eet apporre Kat 


17 This change from rpfa to rpeic, proves the rpetc to be quota- 
tion of 1 John v. 7. For St. John’s rpetg very rarely occurs in the 
Fathers, who conventionally write rpia. This is a striking instance 
of Scripture quotation being demonstrable from a single word. 

18 This is a fresh notification of the Patristic rule of sparing use 
of Scripture quotations: a rule which well accounts for the objected 
non-quotation of the seventh verse. 
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ép Evi ExdoTw THY TpLOV TpOTeTAY THS PLAS 
OcdTyHTos TA Tia TAUTA Ayla’ ExacTOY yap TOUTWY 
Kat ays €or, Kat ioxupds, kat aBdvatos’ dvois pev 
yap Kai ovaia Tots Tptot pia.—ld. ib. p. 212. 

év yap év Tpit  Bedrys: 

Kol Ta Tpla Ev 

Ta &v ols 4 Gedrns.—Defin. Fidei, ap. Galland. 
xiii. 380. 


Bearing of these Patristic emidences upon the argument 
for the disputed tect. 


The cumulative proofs here assembled of the 
Patristic use of ra rpia in the neuter, coupled with a 
masculine or feminine noun, and predicated of the 
Godhead, I would now observe, have a far more 
important bearing than the exposure of Porson’s 
ignorant and groundless assertion. For this unbroken 
chain of evidence, descending from the second to the 
eighth century, most clearly marks out the phrase as a 
catholic formula which could have had its origin only 
in Scripture; while the only Scripture in which its 
prototype is to be found is 1 John v. 7. 


The Author of the ‘ Philopatros’ versus Porson: tpta 
in the neuter applied to the Persons. 


We now come to a heathen authority for the use 
of rpia in the neuter applied to the Persons of the 
Trinity, apparently prior to the occurrence of this 
Formula in any Greek Father. The learned reader 
will anticipate my reference to the ‘ Philopatros:’ 
an authority from whose witness to the genuineness of 
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1 John v. 7 Porson winces, and therefore affects to 
despise it. ‘I know not whether I ought to mention 
the “ Philopatros,” adialogue written early in the fourth 
century, and falsely ascribed to Lucian, where the 
Christian Trinity is thus ridiculed. 

The assertion as to its date is his own gratis 
dictum: that as to its authorship, is the merest 
sophistry. For the date (as Cave has well shown) 
is fixed, by the internal evidence of the Dialogue 
itself, with certainty within the second century. 
While the question as to the Dialogue’s being, or not 
being Lucian’s, has nothing to say to the matter. 
The value of this piece, as evidence to 1 John v. 7, 
consists wholly in its date. This is probably older, 
but certainly not later, than the time of Lucian. For 
its date is either in the reign of Trajan, circ. A.D. 
116, or in that of Marcus Antoninus, A.p. 160-165. 
Either date brings its testimony to the disputed verse 
near the life-time of St. John: ie. either fifteen 
years, or sixty years, after his death. Its witness, 
consequently, is antecedent to any of the expressions 
used by the Fathers, and alleged by Porson to have 
given birth to the disputed text. In other words, a 
heathen adversary of Christianity has used the ra rpia 
ev of 1 John v. 7, long prior to the use of the phrase 
by a single Greek or Latin Father. This fact alone 
is a death-blow to Porson’s paradox, ‘ that the text was 
probably forged from such expressions of the Fathers.’ 

The historical facts which determine the date of the 
‘Philopatros’ to one or other of the reigns specified, 
have been put so irrefragably by Cave, that I adopt 
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his statement. ‘ Antequam ad rem ipsam veniamus, 
paucula de Autore, deinde de ejus tate, discutienda 
sunt. Autorem Lucianum faciunt viri aliquot in 
literis summis. Certé, salis et veneris, que ubique 
occurrunt, acumen et solertia et dicacitas, summusque 
Christiane religionis contemptus, Luciani ingenium 
examussim redolent. ‘tas qua vixit ex fine Dialogi 
colligitur, ubi Cleolaus quidam anhelus inducitur, 
cum bono suo nuncio, de Susa inclyt&é Persarum urbe 
funditus eversi, eorumque destructo supercilio; sub- 
ditque omnem Arabie terram sub valid& Imperatoris 
dextri, ejusque vi roboris, casuram esse. Heec 
victoria de Parthis reportata, ad duplicem epocham 
referri potest, vel ad Trajani, vel ad Marci Aurelii 
tempora. Si ad Trajani, ejus ultimo anno, Chr. 116, 
contigisse videtur. Et hoc modo, Luciano longe 
antiquior erit Dialogi autor. Sin vero ad Marci 
Antonini imperium referatur (quod vero propius 
videtur), dil postea contigit: bellum Parthicum, 
juxta Pagium, inchoatum est ann. 161, continuatum 
per aliquot annos, absolutum, ut videtur, ann. 165— 
quod cuin Luciani etate optime convenit. Quicquid 
sit, eodem sseculo vixisse constat.’—Mist. Lit. tom. 
1. p. 17, Oxon. 1740. 

One or other of these dates, viz. 116, or 161-165, 
is, if we receive its own evidence, irrefragably the 
date of the‘ Philopatros.’ Cave leans to the latter, as 
being contemporary with Lucian, and as strengthening 
the presumption of his being the author. But as 
evidence for the genuineness of 1 John v. 7, either 
date will suffice, as both precede any use of the 
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phraseology in question by the Fathers. We come now 
to this phraseology as employed in the ‘ Philopatros.’ 

The passage is thus introduced to us by Cave :— 
‘ Jam ad ipsum Dialogum accedamus; cujus primarius 
scopusest, Christianos, eorumque fidem, ritus moresque, 
ludibrio exponere. . . E multis unicum exemplum 
dabo in Christianorum dogmata de Trinitate. Queerit 
Critias, Quisnam erit ille Deus, per quemjurare debeat ? 
Respondit Triphon (quem Christianum catechumen 
fingit autor), Esse Deum alte regnantem, magnum, 
sternum, et athereum, Tidy I[larpos, Tvetpa eéx 
Tlarpds éxropevépevor, Eva ex rpiav, Kat €€ Evos 
Tpta.’ 

This formula, in itself so peculiar and extra-ordinary, 
I would now point out, is represented by this heathen 
writer as the Christian Confession of Faith, known and 
acknowledged of all Christians. HE could not take it 
from the Fathers, because it occurs in none before the 
beginning of the third century. Whence, then, could 
he have derived it ? Common sense, unblinded by 
the dust of controversy, answers, From 1 John v. 7; 
the only known record in which it was then to be 
found ; and the only adequate authority, because the 
Christian Creed must have had its source in Scripture. 
Dr. Cave, therefore, is fully borne out in his view of 
the coincidence, and in his conclusion that the passage 
in the ‘ Philopatros’ was taken from 1 Johnv.7. On 
the wording of that passage he most justly remarks, 
‘Quo nihil dici potuit expressius, nihil disertius. Unde 
vero heec hausit homo gentilis? Dices, Ex communi 
Christianorum hoc tempore doctrin&: imo potius, 
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inquam ego, ex sacra Novi Testamenti fonte, nec 
aliunde quam ex ipso D. Johannis loco, cum ipsissima 
Apostolt dicta pnras adhibentur, que non alibi in toto 
Novo Testamento, immo nec in SS. Patrum triorum 
priorum ssculorum totidem verbis reperiantur. Quod 
ex hoc parallelismo manifestum fuit. 


Tpeis eiow of paprup- ‘Typédwv Te Ocds, 


OvVTES péyas, auBporos, 
& T@ ovpara, ovpaviwy Te 
6 Harnp, Tiss atpos, 
O Adyos, (6 Adyog alibi dictus, p. 1004.) 


Kat 76 ayvov IIvevpa, = Ivetpa éx Hatpéds 
EXTTOPEVOPLEVOY 
(et Christianis, rapa rov [vevparoc 
duvapey rov Adyov AaPeiv dicit p. 


1004.) 
\ @ e a 9 a9 aA °* © 269 , 
Kat OvTot OL T pets cv CVEK TpPlov Kat €€Evos Tpla. 
ELT le et paulo infra 


év tpia, Tpia ev. 


‘Vides hic omnia consona, eundem sensum, iisdem 
pene verbis, utrobique proferri. Argumento mihi 
plusquam probabili, omnia ex D. Johannis testimonio 
descripta fuisse, ibique in vetustissimis exemplaribus 
locum ab initio habuisse.’ 

This judgment (to add what Cave and others have 
omitted to point out) is strongly supported by the 
date of the ‘Philopatros,’ which fixes itself (as already 
noticed) to one or other of two periods in the second 
century. 

Cave, we have seen, leans to the later date: but 

D 
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evidently from his own impression, arising from the 
style, that it was written by Lucian. (Guided by the 
historical facts, my judgment decides for the earlier. 
In the Dialogue itself we have the capture and sack 
of Susa announced by a messenger fresh from the 
Roman camp, ‘bloody with spurring, fiery red with 
speed.’ Now Susa was certainly taken by Trajan, 
A.D. 115-116; but, although Marcus Antoninus also 
invaded Persia, there is no historical evidence what- 
soever that his army took Susa. On the contrary, 
the second Parthian war was conducted so feebly by 
his unworthy colleague Verus, or rather by his lieu- 
tenants, that the probabilities against Susa, or any 
Persian capital, being then taken are of the strongest 
kind. But if Susa was not taken by Verus, we are 
thrown back upon Trajan’s expedition for the date of 
the ‘ Philopatros,’ & chronology which would fix it within 
twelve or fifteen years from the death of St. John. 

If this, however, be the correct chronology of the 
Dialogue, there is an end to all disputation as to the 
source of the passage in question. For, on this 
assumption, it was written only twenty-five years 
after St. John’s First Epistle; and must therefore, by 
every law of probability (the shortness of the interval 
considered) have been taken directly either from it, 
or from a formula derived from it, and already esta- 
blished in the Church. This heathen satyrist, in fact, 
had no other source to draw from. For St. John’s 
disciples, Ignatius and Polycarp, are silent upon 
doctrine; as also Clemens Romanus and Barnabas 
and Hermas; and other Christian writers, as yet, there 
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were none. The conclusion from these premises is 
equally inevitable and important: if contemporary 
- with the reign of Trajan, the ‘ Philopatros’ clearly 
shows that the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses 
was already the received standard of the Christian 
faith : for its doctrine and phraseology are appealed 
to by the author as the Christian Creed or Confession. 


D2 
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CHAPTER IV. 
ot Theis, Ta Tpia, n Tpras. 


Tues three set phrases carry on the face of them 
unmistakeable marks of being derived, the third from 
the second, and the second from the first.! The 
transitions from the masculine to the neuter adjective, 
and from the neuter adjective to the feminine sub- 
stantive, are changes strictly in accordance with the 
analogy of language, and naturally arising in the 
course of time. Their inseparable connection, and 
designed reciprocity, further appear, from their uni- 
form occurrence in union with a double idea, of 
singular peculiarity, ‘ THREE-ONE.’ 

Porson’s allegation that ‘the defenders of the dis- 
puted verse catch greedily at every place where the 
Fathers use the expression of “‘ Three are One,” as if 
such expressions could not but proceed from this 
verse, whereas the contrary supposition is infinitely 
more probable, that the verse proceeded from such 


1 ‘The derivation of § Tptac from the oi rpeic of 1 John v. 7, is 
distinctly marked in the following passage of Dionysius Bishop of 
Rome, A.D. 258 :—ei rg rpeic elvat rac bwoordoec, pepepropévac 
elvar Adyouat, rpeic clot Kay py Oéd\worr, i ryy Oelay Tprada rav- 
rehwc dvedérwoay.—Dion. Rom. ap. Routh, Relig. Sacr. iii. 897. 
Here we have St. John’s of rpe7c, and its derivative } T prac, united 
in the same sentence. 
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expressions of the Fathers,’? has been already disproved, 
in the instance of the phrase kai ta tpia &, by the 
earliness of its occurrence, not only in the Greek 
Fathers, but in a heretic of the second century 
(Valentinus, a.p. 140, its first known occurrence) ; 
who certainly would not if he could, and could not if 
he would, borrow it from preceding Fathers; or take 
his phraseology from any source but Scripture. 

I proceed to show that the charge of the disputed 
text having been forged from the corresponding 
Patristic phrase 7 Tptds, stands equally disproved by 
the same sure test, the earliness of its occurrence. 
For we find it in Theophilus of Antioch, a.p. 158-59, 
in Clemens Alexandrinus, A.D. 190-200, and in Ter- 
tullian, a.p. 180-220, prior to the host of Fathers 
who use it in the third and fourth centuries. Now 
Theophilus dates little more than fifty years from the 


3 The monstrosity of this position is rivalled only by its absurdity. 
Porson’s suggestion (as ‘infinitely more probable’) of the text being 
forged from a saying of the Fathers, is a pitch of paradox beyond or 
beneath criticism. The saying could not have had a controversial 
origin, because it never had, patristically, a controversial application. 
A saying like this used by so many of the Fathers, could not have 
been coined by them. If coined, it could have been coined by one 
only. It is for this traducer of Christian antiquity to tell us who 
was the coiner. The fact is, he has himself coined the false accu- 
sation, in order to destroy the witness of the Fathers to the existence 
of the controverted verse. This witness is of the most commanding 
character. It is the concurrence of so many independent authorities 
in tacit appeal to a common source,—Scripture warrant. Scripture 
authority only could have given birth to this phrase, and to this 
conventional agreement in its adoption. In dealing with an op- 
ponent like Mr. Porson, I make no apology to my readers for 
‘calling a spade a spade.’ It were betrayal of a true cause to use 
‘ arms of courtesy’ against pointed lance and naked sword. 
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death of St. John, and less than seventy years from 
the date of his First Epistle. Yet the term Tpras was 
already the received ecclesiastical formula. Now 
Church formuls never originated with the Fathers : 
they were derived solely from Scripture. But the 
only Scripture for St. Theophilus’s Tprds is 1 John v. 7. 

The use of the term Tpwais by St. Clemens Alex- 
andrinus leads us to the same conclusion. For he 
so employs it to illustrate the Platonic philosophy, as 
to manifest that he is using, not his own expression, 
but the received term of the Catholic Church : @eoi 
Gcav, Gv "Ey Tarnp, Snprovpyds te épGv. aorte Kai 
érav ery, Tlepi tov mavtav Baowda wdvra €or, 
Kaxelvou eveKeY TA TavTA' KaKEWO aiTLIOY amavTuY 
Kahav: Sevrepor 8¢, wept ra, Sevrepa, kai rpiroy, wept 
Ta Tpita’ ovK ahdws eywye eEaxovw, THY aytay 
Tpidda pnvier Oar tpiroy pev yap evar Td ayrov 
TIvetpa: tov TLidv dé Sevrepov, St od madvra éyevero 
Kata BovAnow tov Ilarpdés.—Op. t. ii. p. 710, ed. 
Potter. 

The phrase 7 ayia Tpras® speaks for itself. It was 


3 ‘H‘ATIA TPIAZ.] The origin of this formula as a designation 
of the Godhead demands more serious consideration than it has yet 
received. As the early Fathers openly profess to derive their doctrine 
wholly and solely from the Scriptures, this singularly peculiar formula 
could not have had a Patristic origin. Perhaps the surest way of 
tracing it to its source, will be, to ascertain the earliest date of ita use 
by Patristic writers. Now Clemens Alexandrinus, we have seen above, 
has the phrase 4 &yla Tprae so early as about the close of the second 
century; and as he introduces it without note or comment, it 
clearly follows that it was then, already, the received, established 
ecclesiastical formula; and therefore, already of long standing in 
the Church. Thus the chronology of ita earliest known introduction 
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already the received ecclesiastical formula; and 
demonstrates that so early as Clement’s day, or 
within little more than a century of St. John’s first 
Epistle, 4 dyia Tpias was the established denomi- 
nation of the Godhead. Therefore Clement gives no 
explanation of the phrase. He uses it as so conven- 
tional as to be familiar even to the Gentiles. I 
maintain it to be morally impossible that the 7 ayia 
Tpvas could stand thus unnoted, in St. Clement’s text, 
had he invented it himself, or introduced it here for 
the first time in Church history. Next to Theophilus, 
this is the earliest known occurrence of it in the 


alone takes its origin out of the hands of the Fathers. But if it did 
not originate with them, its origin can be sought only where the 
early Fathers profess to find their doctrine of the Godhead, viz., in 
the Holy Scriptures. Now the root and ground of this formula 
is found, verbatim et literatim, in 1 John v. 7, and is found nowhere 
besides throughout the whole Bible. 

Porson’s attempt to father this expression, together with the 
language of the seventh verse, upon the Fathers, involves a charge 
of impious presumption against these holy men, which is contra- 
dicted by the whole tenor of their writings. If there be one thing 
which, beyond all beside, characterizes the writings of the Greek and 
Latin Fathers spf the first four centuries, it is their devout, or as a 
Zoilus like Porson might term it, their servile adhesion to the text 
of Scripture. Their stock quotations, indeed, as I elsewhere observe, 
are very limited. But they one and all recur to the same few texts 
with a redundancy of repetition, which irrefragably shows that they 
could not, and would not, move a hair’s breadth on any important 
point of doctrine without Scripture authority. The Patristic repe- 
titions of év apya hy 6 Adyog, cal 6 Adyoc hy xpuc rov Ozor, kai 
Oedc hv & Adyog * ovrog hy év apyn xpocg roy Gedy * with some half- 
dozen more like stock texta, will sufficiently illustrate the position 
here laid down. To charge men like these with coining the awful 
Title of the Godhead, is a calumny which at once recoils upon their 
slanderer. To point it out, is to hold it up to the reprobation of all 
right-minded and honest men. 
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Fathers, and with little more than a century between 
it and 1 John v. 7. In the brief interval, it was self- 
evidently the established ecclesiastical denomination 
of the Godhead, here simply adopted by Clement. 
Hippolytus tells us that he and his fellows drew their 
doctrine of the Godhead solely from the holy Scrip- 
tures. St. Clement could not depart from this catholic 
rule. The phrase 4 ayia Tprds was long conventional 
when he employed it. This brings us close to the 
date of St. John’s First Epistle. On the face of it, it 
is a phrase of authority. And what could authorize 
it but Scripture? For uninspired man to invent the 
awful title of the Godhead, is a pitch of irreverence 
unimaginable, Its origin, therefore, can be sought 
only in Scripture. Its synonym is found in one Scrip- 
ture, and in one Scripture only, namely, 1 John v. 7. 
And thence, incontrovertibly, the primitive Church, 
before St. Clement’s time, took it. No sophistry can 
touch the validity of this reasoning. But its validity 
will be still more apparent, when we take it in connec- 
tion with the testimony of St. Hippolytus, a generation 
only later: who states categorically that the Christian 
Church drew all its language respecting the Godhead 
from Scripture, and from Scripture alone. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


The only text in the New Testament in which the 
Son is styled the Adyos, when speaking of the Persons 
of the Trinity, is 1 John v. 7. This‘is a point of the 
very highest importance for the establishment. of any 
apparent references or allusions to the seventh verse, 
in the writings of the Fathers, as tacit quotations. 
Our Lord himself, in his form of baptism, styles the 
second Person the Son, not the Word; and from this 
Divine precedent, no Christian writer of antiquity 
would dare to depart without Scripture authority. 
If, therefore, any great Father is found using the term 
Adyos in treating of the Persons of the Trinity, the 
inference is inevitable that he takes this denomination 
of the second Person, where the three are spoken of 
together, from the seventh verse. For no authority 
but Scripture could sanction the change from our 
Lord’s word in his baptismal formula. Now St. 
Athanasius makes this change, and by the fact of 
making it, marks as strongly as by the most direct 
quotation that he is here following 1 John v. 7. 
"EretOn yap 6 Adyos éorly é&v tq Tlarpi, 76 S€ vevpa 
éx Tov Adyou Sidorar, Oéder Aa Bel nuas 76 TIvedpa- wa 
oray éxewvo Na Bwper, Tore ExovTes TO TIvedpa tov Adyou 
tov évtos ev TO Ilarpi, Sdfope Kat pels, dua 7d 
TIvetipa év yeréoOa & To Adyy, Kai Sv abrov & Te 
Tlarpi.—St. Athan. Op. tom. i. p. 477, ed. Par. 1627. 

Now, in this passage, the Persons of the Trinity are 
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named and treated of at large, precisely as they are 
named and treated of compendiously in 1 John v. 7, 
and there alone throughout the whole New Testament. 
St. John, under the teaching of the Spirit, not 
St. Athanasius, changed our Lord’s Tiés into Adyos. 
The fact that St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7, 
are the only texts in the Bible in which the Persons 
of the Godhead are named together, gives to this 
change of Tids into Adyos the utmost conceivable sig- 
nificancy. St. Athanasius must have taken it from 
Scripture; and the only Scripture for ttis 1 John v. 7. 
The name 6 Adyos alone, identifies St. John’s hand. 
Compare St. John i. 1, 1 John i. 2, and Rev. xix. 13. 
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CHAPTER V. 


Professor Porson’s arguments against 1 John v. 7, 
eclectically examined. 


WSEN stripped of their controversial garnishments, 
Mr. Porson’s arguments shrink into small numbers 
and proportions. They are mainly these: 
1. That the verse is not quoted by any of the 
Fathers, Greek or Latin, through the first six 
centuries.‘ 


‘ For argument sake I speak in the style of the adversaries, as 
though the seventh verse was never quoted by the Fathers. In 
point of fact, however, the seventh verse is formally and publicly 
quoted in the fifth century: 1. In the Confession of Faith presented 
by four hundred African Bishops to Hunneric, King of the Vandals; 
and 2. about 490-500, by Vigilius, Bishop of Thapsus (one of the 
four hundred subscribing African Bishops), in the Treatise on the 
Trinity published by him under the name of St. Athanasius. This 
witness of Vigilius Tapsensis is more important than any writers in 
the controversy seem aware; for it was published at Constantinople, 
where he had taken refuge from the Vandal persecution, and 
consequently is an appeal to the whole Eastern Church. 

Could a Bishop, writing from the seat of empire, and the head- 
quarters of Eastern Christendom, make such an appeal—which lay 
open to instant exposure by all the authorities—had not the seventh 
verse then existed in the Greek MSS., and been known of as a text 
familiar to St. Athanasius? The supposition is incredible. Vigilius 
could not, writing in the person of St. Athanasius, thus assign to St. 
Athanasius a notoriously false quotation. He must write in character. 
He must make Athanasius speak as the whole Greek Church knew 
he would have spoken. When, therefore, he makes him, twice or 
thrice over, formally quote the revcnth verse, quote it as St. John’s, 
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2. That it is not found in any extant Greek MSS. 
save one, the Codex Montfortianus, Dublin, a MS. 
according to Porson, dating so low as a.D. 1520; 


moreover, and as from his First Epistle, he as really testifies to the 
genuineness of that verse, and to St. Athanasius’s knowledge of it, as 
though his Treatise had been the veritable work of that great ancient. 

Thus Vigilius becomes a double witness to the disputed text: 
1. as a subscriber to the African Church’s solemn Confession of 
Faith, and 2. as an author recording, independently, the universally- 
known existence of the verse in his day. 

In duly estimating this, and all the real or conceived ancient 
evidences for the text, it is always to be kept in mind that no 
controversy whatever then existed on the subject, and, consequently, 
no motive for any statements save as matters of fact. Quotations or 
allusions to 1 John v. 7, were no more objects of moment in the 
minds of those writers, than quotations or allusions to the doctrine 
of the Trinity in the Divine ordinance of Baptism (where the text is 
indisputable) would be in our own. This is a plain and simple, but 
altogether neglected consideration. It speaks volumes for the 
truthfulness of such apparent references. It follows, that Vigilius 
had before him as he wrote, the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses, 
which he introduces as quotation of 1 John v. 7, by St. Athanasius. 

As Porson has done all in his power to vilify * both the African 
Church's Confession of Faith, and the authority of one of its chief 
subscribers, Vigilius Thapsensis, it is only right to lay before the 
reader, should any be unacquainted with it, the character of that 
eminent confessor, as drawn by the impartial pen of M. Tabaraud. ‘Le 
style de cet auteur est grave, simple, clair, naturel ; ses raisonnements, 
solides, vifs et pressants; sa doctrine trés exacte. I] était fort au fait 
des sentiments et des subtilités de ses adversaires, et il les combat 
avec vigueur. I] connaissait parfaitement les dogmes de 1’Eglise; 
avait une grande lecture des Péres; mais il n’était pas instruit dans 
l'histoire ecclésiastique, ce qui l’a fait tomber dans quelques fautes A 
cet égard.’—Biographie Universelle, art. § Vigile, évéque de Tapse.’ 


—. 





* Here, as in all his vituperations, he stands well rebuked by the late vener- 
able Dr. Routh: ‘ Pace illorum dixerim, iniqué ab illis atque inhumané in hoc 
agi, quod, quia ita sentiunt, martyribus et Sanctis Dei modis omnibus in scriptis 
suis dotrahant, atque alia super alia ausi impium convitium iis facere pergant. 
—Relig. Sacr. tom. i. prafatio, p. xvi. 
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and, according to the same charitable censor, 
interpolated in this place, ‘for the purpose of 
deceiving Erasmus.’ 


I must now observe that the arts of controversy have wantonly 
disguised the real state of the evidences as to the apparent quotation 
of the seventh verse by the two earliest Latin Fathers. It is unde- 
niable that, so far as identity of words is concerned, the last and 
most peculiar clause of that verse is found, word for word, both in 
Tertullian and in St. Cyprian. The adversaries of the text, however, 
vehemently assert that these apparent quotations (if quotations at 
all) are taken, not from the seventh, but from the eighth verse, 
mystically interpreted by them, (as by St. Augustine afterwards,) of 
the Trinity. 

Now I pronounce this gratuitous assumption simply an impos- 
sibility ; because neither of these Fathers has the remotest 
allusion to the context of the eighth verse; which, from the pecu- 
liarity of its phraseology, could not have been the case had that 
singularly-marked text been intended by either. Its leading terms, 
‘the spirit, and the water, and the blood,’ are at once so prominent 
and so exceptional, that to cite and mystify the last clause of the 
verse without the slightest allusion to the sole cause of the mystifica- 
tion, is a paradox of assumption too monstrous for any but the 
blind slaves of Porson and his coadjutors to swallow. In fact, to 
judge from the silence of Tertullian and St. Cyprian as to ‘ the spirit, 
the water, and the blood,’ it is the eighth verse, and not the seventh, 
that isin them non-existent. In a word, so far as their testimony 
is concerned, we should not know of the existence of the eighth 
verse. But this verse is certainly quoted by other early Fathers ; 
and when it is quoted, it is with all the exactness and fulness which 
I have alleged must necessarily be the case, where quotation of a 
passage so unique, and so important, was really intended. 

For one example instar omnium, it is quoted by Origen. And his 
mode of quotation more than authenticates all that I have advanced 
in the preceding anticipations. Origen formally quotes the eighth 
verse as taken from the First Epistle of St. John; but in a connection 
which absolutely precludes any allusion to the seventh. For he 
quotes it solely in connection with the Sacrament of Baptism, and in 
illustration of our Lord’s institution of that Divine ordinance. His 
words are as follows :— 
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3. That the insertions of the disputed verse in the 
Confession presented by four hundred African 
Bishops to Hunneric, King of the Vandals, in a.p. 
480, and in the Acts of the Armenian Council, 
A.D. 1250, are equally valueless: the Confession 
being probably drawn up by a single Bishop; 
and the Act of the Council being most probably 
interpolated by the pro-popery king, Haitho, 
A.D. 1250. 


Objection 1.—The verse not quoted by any of the 
Fathers of the first six centuries.° 


Oirwe 6 abrég gore Paxriopa tdarog cal wrvaebparoc Se cai 
aiparoc. Tlept 8& rou redevralov Paxricparoc, Se revec, gnoly éy 
re’ Barricpa 38 txyw BaxrricOijva, cal wig ovvéyopat Ewe srov 
redeoOy. Totry dé cupgeruwe ev rp ‘Emxcorodg 6 pabnrie ‘Iwdvyne, 
TO IINEYMA KAI TO‘YAQP KAI TO AIMA, d&véypave, TA TPIA 
EIS ‘EN TINOMENA.’—Origen, Comm. in Joan. Op. ed. Colb. 
p. 1838.* 

5 This objection, as I have elsewhere noticed, is founded in gross 
ignorance of the Patristic modes of quotation. The Fathers confine 
their quotations, generally, to a few stock texts; upon which they 
ring changes without end. Beyond these common-places, they use 
the Scriptures profusely, but incorporated in their own text, and 
mostly without any acknowledgment. The man who talks about 
the absence of Patristic quotation, and is ignorant of this fact, how- 
ever great his scholarship, is a sciolist in Patristic theology. 

Nay, St. Athanasius himself reproves Professor's Poreon’s ignorant 


* «I know not one of the Greek Fathers, though I have anxiously perused 
them, who discovered Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in the eighth verse of 
1 John v. Iam therefore convinced by experience of what honest Mill says: 
“No Greek understood the eighth verse mystically of the Holy Trinity,” an 
important maxim in criticising our disputed clauses. It deprives our opponents 
of all recourse to 1 John v. 8, when they meet with undeniable allusions to 
1 John v.7 in Greek authors, I have also found what Mill says, in this respect, 
of the Latin Fathers, perfectly correct. Augustine, of whom I have spoken above, 
is unquestionably ¢he first who metamorphosed the meaning of the eighth verse,’ 
—Knittel, p. 63. 
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I meet and crush this objection in the threshold by 
the fact, that if the seventh verse is not quoted by any 
of the Fathers, neither (with the solitary exception of 
Origen ) is the eighth, which never has been questioned. 
The one omission is the measure of the other. And to 
press the former omission, and suppress the latter, is 
simply dishonesty. With the fact before him, that the 
two verses, as regards quotation, stand (with a single 
exception) precisely in the same category, no critic 
can henceforth urge the objection from omission as 
Porson has urged it, without writing himself down a 
dishonest man. 

But, while granting for the sake of argument, that 
the seventh verse is nowhere formally cited by the 
Fathers, I maintain with its learned advocates that 
it is often, very often, virtually cited by them all; 
for that the Patristic expressions, ot tpets, Ta Tpia, 
and ta Tpta ev, are so many tacit quotations of this 
one text. In the preceding pages I have adduced 
fresh grounds in support of this judgment on the 
Patristic phrases in question, from the earliness of 
their introduction, the uniformity of the phraseology, 


objection as to non-quotation of the seventh verse. For upon the 
very subject of its doctrine he gives this notification: iva dé py, 
wavra ra phpara cuvayaywy, worug Evy rp ypagely yévwpat, 
dpxet viv ‘OE TANTOQN prynpovevoa rov peév ‘Iwavvov Néyovrog* 
"Ev dpyp qv 6 Adyog, «.r.A.—Op. tom. 1. p. 482. 

This formal announcement, by the great champion of the catholic 
faith, of his set-purpose omissions of the proof-textsa for the 
Trinity, completely nullifies the negative argument advanced by 
Porson and others from the alleged absence of the seventh verse 
in the Greek Fathers; who one and all acted on the same rule. 
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and the moral impossibility of such terms being in- 
troduced on any lower warrant than Scripture. This 
moral argument, intrinsically so strong, I have already 
shown rests upon Patristic authority ; St. Hippolytus 
assuring us that the Fathers of the Church drew all 
their doctrine and definitions of the Godhead wholly 
and solely from the Scriptures®°—Els @cds, dv ovbk 
ddXNO Oey exrywooKoper, h [éx] TOV ayiwy ypagdar. 


St. Athanasius: his Comments upon 1 John v. 7, 8. 


Although the Fathers do not formally cite either of 
the verses, St. Athanasius most remarkably, without | 
reference or allusion to the texts themselves, com- 
ments upon both. 

His commentary upon the eighth verse, owing to 
the peculiarity of its construction, is as clear and 
undoubted as the most formal quotation. I subjoin, 
first the Scripture text, and then his commentary. 

Kai rpeis ciow ot paprupourtes ev TH yp, T6 TWvEd LA, 
kat TO Vowp, Kat To ala Kal ob Tpels eis TO & 


etow.—1 John v. 8. 


A \ 9 4 “ ¥ de . 38 on 
Tovro kat "AndotoXo paptrupovow. €or. dé Kat emt THs 
TOU OTaVpOD oiKovoplas ouridely TO eEYS- 
9 
JLEVOV, OWS 0 Kvpvos, 


6 I leave it with Porson and his fellow-slanderers of Christian 
antiquity to charge Hippolytus, in an assertion thus solemn upon so 
awful a subject, with a wilful and deliberate falsehood. For myself, 
I receive the statement of this venerable ancient as the very truth. 
And all who hold with me must feel the weight of his testimony, in 
its bearing upon the authenticity of 1 John v. 7. 
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TH pev tpoBoly Tod aipwatos THY BeBardryra Tis 
wapkos éredeixvuto, 

tT S€ mpooOiKy Tov bSatos, THY dxpavrov Kabapo- 
TnTa €OyAov' 

a 9 “a A Q A 

Kat OTL TOV Beou TO copa 

xpdfas dé Kai kdivas ry Kepadyv, Kat mapadovs rd 
TVEV PLA, 

A » A QA 4 (4 a 4 

70 é€owlev tov idiov odpatos, TouTéot, THY uy, 
éonpave.— Op. tom. 1. p- 630. 


That this passage is a regular comment on 1 John 
v. &, is too clear and certain to leave room for remark : 
its 7d alua, rd vdwp, and 7d mvevpa, with their 
accompanying explanations, suffice. | 

The certainty of the references, in the foregoing 
context, to 1 John v. 8, arises from the peculiar struc- 
ture of that verse. The seventh verse has not this 
advantage. But it only requires due attention to 
perceive that, in the following context, from another 
treatise, we have an equally regular comment on 1 
John v. 7. 

6 8€ paxdpios “Iwdvyns, éx tis "Emvorodys, év 
OAtyots Kat Tehewrepov [fors. Tedewrepov| paddov 
Seie, Tov yeypappevwy Tov vow’ Kat Suedéeyfer TaY 
ageBav Sudvoiav. Siddfer Sé was qpers & TE BED 
ywopeba: Kat ras rddw jets &y aura ywoucla Ev.— 
S. Athan. Contr. Arian. Orat. IV. Op. tom. i. p. 476. 

This description tells, and could be predicated 
only, of a short and pithy saying, delivering the 
whole truth in an aphorism. It 1s so aphoristically 
delivered in 1 John v. 7-8, and nowhere else 
throughout the Epistle. The seventh verse seems sig- 

E 
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nificantly pointed to by the opening of the sentence, 
and the ey at its close. We proceed with the context. 

ypadea toivwy 6 “Iwdvrys, ovtws déywv" &v ToUTY 
YWHTKOMEY OTL EV AUT PEVOMEV, Kal abros ev NL, OTL 
éx TOD IIvevparos avrov dddwxev Hpiv. 

This is 1 John iv. 13. St. Athanasius, therefore, 
is here on his way to chapter v., and in the immediate 
neighbourhood for a comment on the seventh verse. 

Here follows what I hold to be his full and clear ex- 
position of its substance : | 

ered yap 6 Adyos dotw & T@ IIarpi, rd Se 
TIvedpa é& tov Adyov didora, Odrha AaBety jpeis 
To IIvedpa' iva orayv éxeivo AdBwper, Tore ExovTeEs 
76 Hvevpa tov Adyou tov ovros & T@ ITTazpi, 
Sdfwpey Kat ypets, Sua Td Tvedpa, & yiverOar ev 
Tp Ady kai & avrod &v t@ Tarpi.’ 

The whole substance of the seventh verse is here. 
The three Persons are here in St. John’s terms, 
6 Ilarnp, 6 Adyos, To Tvevpa. They are brought 
together, as he brings them together, as one. And 
it is in virtue of their oneness, recorded verbatim 
solely in the seventh verse, St. Athanasius shows us 


7 St. John alone, and only in 1 John v. 7, denominates the 
Persons 6 Iarnp, 6 Adyog, xal ro Gytov Tvetue. St. Athanasius, 
following this unique precedent, gives St. John’s distinctive denomi- 
nation to the second Person: Gre dtavog wepl Oeov, cat rov Adyou, 
kai rov IIvevparoc. Minute as the point is, it is, where there is but 
the one precedent, a decisive note of tacit quotation. No catholic 
Father would vary from our Lord’s denominations of the Persons 
on his institution of the Sacrament of Baptism, without direct warrant 
of Scripture.—For a golden fragment of St. Athanasius, only just re- 
covered, and equivalent to the most formal quotation of the seventh 
verse, see the final Postscript at the close of the present work. 
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that we, in them, are also made one. The passage is 

* simply an exposition and application of the doctrine 
of 1 John v. 7: ore tpets eiow ot Paptupobrtes év 
Tp ovpave, O IIarnp, 6 Adyos Kal 7d adyrov Tvedpa: 
kat obrot ot tpeis ev eiot. The double idea, rpets—ép, 
so expressed, occurs in v. 7 alone.® 

But does St. Athanasius nowhere directly and dis- 
tinctly refer to v.7 ? If the ‘Synopsis Scripture,’ or 
the ‘ Dialogue between an Arian and an Athanasian,’ 
published in his works, be either of them his, he 
certainly does. Both documents, however, I am 
well aware, have been set down as spurious. Editors 
and critics seem agreed in this judgment. As it 
rests, however, solely upon grounds of internal evi- 
dence, a line of proof where critics and editors have 
so often proved mistaken, the judgment is open to 
review and reversal. 

Professor Porson has run down the Synopsis, and 
ridiculed the Dialogue, on the score of style, as 
utterly unworthy of ‘the great Athanasius.’ I have 
been too long conversant with such declamatory 
criticism to attach undue weight to it; and (I may 
unpresumptuously add) am too well: versed in the 


8 It recurs again and again in St. Athanasius: most remarkably 
in the following instances. xal rpi@y ye kar’ GAnOeiay voecrwrwy Ey 
TO eldoc évvospev* apyopevoy pév éx Tlarpoc, Adprpay dé év Yig, cal 
parepovperoy cra Wvevparoc.— Op. i. 661. 

svocBoc Ex ray Oeiwy Adywy caraparvOave, ev rptoty ey eldoc 
Karavowy, ovy Ev éx rocwy Ivetpa ovvriBeic.—ld. id. 

A decisive mark of his reference here to 1 John v. 7, is that he 
cites iv. 13, and St. John by name, between these adjoining extracts. 
Again: to what can his éx ray Oeiwy Aéywy parvOave have reference 
in such a context but 1 John v. 7? 

E2 
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analysis of style, to accept the dictation of any critics, 
or any scholars, however high in repute, upon ques- 
tions of this nature, which can be determined only by 
severe anatomy of style, and by a close experimental 
collation and induction. 

I address myself first to the Synopsis, upon which 
Porson remarks: ‘Mill himself, Prol. 994, thinks it 
may be the work of Athanasius, not the great prelate 
(FOR THE LEARNED HAVE LONG SINCE DECIDED IT NOT 
TO BE HIS), but another, perhaps him who advised 
Euthalius to undertake his edition. Certainly it 
would much lessen the character of the great Atha- 
nasius, if he were the real author of such a confused 
and imperfect abridgment. . . . Whoever will take the 
trouble of reading this same Synopsis, will find it an 
incoherent jumble without method or consistency.’ 

Now I have taken this trouble, and find it, not 
indeed what the learned Professor seems to demand, 
‘a correct abridgment of the whole Epistle, chapter by 
chapter, and almost verse by verse, with the exactness 
and regularity of a modern commentator,’—but just 
such an outline of the chief topics as might rationally 
be expected from any ancient Father. To the great- 
est of these ancients, Grotius-like clarity, and Paley- 
like order, were things unknown. Their best pieces 
were not finished paintings, but jotted sketches.’ 


® Since the above was written, I have lighted upon an exemplifi- 
cation signally in point, and completely eversive of Professor Porson’s 
abjudication of the Synopsis. I refer to the ‘ Adumbrationes in 
Epistolas Canonicas’ of Clemens Alexandrinus, happily preserved 
to us by Cassiodorus in his Latin version. Porson himself would 
not have dared to question the genuineness of this piece. Yet it 
stands exposed to precisely the same objections which he advances 
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‘The great Athanasius’ is no exception. Such is 
the character of his undisputed writings; and, like 


against the Synopsis; and (on his grounds) is quite as unworthy 
of Clemens as the Synopsis of Athanasius. The sketch of 1 John, 
for example, is quite as desultory and rambling in the one as in the 
other document. Yet the one is undoubtedly by Clement, and the 
other (by parity of reasoning) as undoubtedly by Athanasius. So 
slightly does St. Clement skim the contents of the First Epistle, that 
he has hardly a word to say upon its latter chapters. However he 
does touch upon the fifth: and, what is more, upon the sixth and 
eighth verses (what a triumph for the Porsonian class!) without 
any notice of the seventh. Their triumph, however, would be 
short-lived as their master’s, for the cause of the pretermission is 
palpable: St. Clement conjoins the sixth and eighth verses, simply 
because of their common topic—the water, the spirit, and the 
blood ; with which the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses had no 
elemental connection. His wordsare: ‘ /ste est, inquit, [ cap. v. ver. 
6, ] qui venit per aquam et sanguinem, et iterum, [v. 8,] Quia tres sunt 
qui testificantur, spiritus, quod est vita, et agua, quod est regeneratio 
ac fides, et sanguis, quod est cognitio.’—St. Clem. Alexandr. ap. 
Ittig. Bibl. PP. p. 147, ad fin. 

With this mystical exposition we have nothing to do. Enough 
that his confining himself, as he does, to the common topic of the 
sixth and eighth, necessarily excludes notice of the seventh verse. 

It is worth observing that St. Clement anticipates Griesbach in 
the recognition of the close parallel of doctrine between the First 
Epistle of St. John, and his Gospel. ‘ Quod erat ab initio, quod vidimus 
oculis nostris, quod audivimus. Consequens Evangelium secundum 
Johannem, et conveniens etiam, hec Epistola principium spiritale 
continet.’ 

The fact of the parallel, thus admitted equally by the Greek 
Father and the German rationalist, I must here observe, is of the 
highest moment in vindication of the disputed verse. Because, 
with this verse, the parallel of doctrine between the Epistle and the 
Gospel, in the most important of all points, the nature of the Godhead, 
is complete: while, without this verse, it is utterly broken and gone. 

I state the case here. Its proof will be found at the close of 
the present work, in the tabular harmony of the parallel passages in 
question. 

But Porson and St. Clemens Alexandrinus must not yet part 
company. For this early Greek Father’s exegesis of the eighth 
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them, such is the character of the Synopsis. It gives 
the salient points of St. John’s First Epistle, but in a 


verse, is utter annihilation to another of the learned Professor's 
paradoxes, namely, that all the supposed quotations of the seventh 
verse, were in fact quotations of the eighth, which the Fathers 
interpreted mystically as applying to the Persons of the Trinity. 
This fanciful interpretation, it is perfectly well known, originated 
with St. Augustine, a writer as fanciful on such points as Origen 
himself. But Porson, nothing daunted, ascribes similar fancifulness, 
without a particle of proof, to St. Cyprian and Tertullian; and 
pronounces their literal renderings, et hi tres unum sunt, to be mysti- 
cal applications of the eighth verse, understood allegorically of the 
Trinity. ‘ Was this allegorical method of interpretation (he asks) 
uncommon among the Fathers? No; we know that they employed 
it without scruple in all points, whether of doctrine or morals,’ 
(p. 254.) Upon this Pegasus he rides off in triumph, but Clement 
arrests his flight. This contemporary of Tertullian, and predecessor 
of St. Cyprian, fortunately for the truth, does interpret the eighth 
verse, and unfortunately for Porson, does not interpret it of the 
Trinity. Here is his interpretation: ‘Quia tres sunt qui testificantur : 
spiritus, quod est vita, et aqua, quod est regeneratio ac fides, et 
sanguis, quod est cognitio.. According to St. Clement, theretore, 
St. John’s words, ‘the spirit, the water, and the blood,’ denote not 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, but ‘ life, regeneration 
or faith, and knowledge.’ 

Now here is absolute certainty, versus gratuitous assumption ! 
We know from himself how their contemporary St. Clemens Alexan- 
drinus understood the eighth verse; what title has a modern theory- 
monger to tell us that Tertullian and St. Cyprian understood it 
mystically of the Trinity? No: the allegorical interpretation 
belongs to St. Augustine alone. And Tertullian’s and Cyprian’s words 
are tacit quotations of 1 John v. 7. 

But the passage from Clemens Alexandrinus contains a decisive 
indication that the seventh verse (omitted by him solely because 
irrelevant to his purpose) was in his MS. of the Epistle. 

In proof of this I must repeat his quotation: ‘ [ste est, inquit, 
[cap. v. ver. 6,] qui venit per aquam et sanguinem: et iterum, [v. 8, ] 
Quia tres sunt qui testificuntur, spiritus, et aqua, et sanguis: et hi 
tres unum sunt.’ is words et iterum («al madev) clearly mark the 
interposition of other topics and intervening text, between the two 
quotations. That this, in fact, was so, we know from his omission 


Readings parallel to ‘ Synopsis.’ 55 


disrupted order of its own. I have carefully collated 
it with his unquestioned writings, and (Porson’s 
sweeping censure notwithstanding) I see the hand of 
Athanasius in the style. In proof of this, one or two 
examples may suffice. 


Identity of manner of the Synopsis with St. Atha- 
nasius’s undisputed writings, where treating alike 
on the First Epistle of St. John. 

avros ‘Iwdvyys, 6 Evayye- Sydrot 6 “Iwavvns 
Liorys, 


Kal TaUTnY ETLOTEAXAEL &y TH TpeTy “Emvoto\y 
VITOMULVHO KMD, K.T.X. Aéywv, K.T-d. 


Kal T PO@TOV per, 

9 2 ~ > a 
wotep ev TH Evayyediy, 

9 N 2 4 “~ 3 
OUTW Kal EV TaUTN TH Emt- 


oToAy), 
Peodoyet wepi Tov Adyou. 
ev T@ Tédee Se &v T@ TEAEL 
Ts Emirrodns modu THs Emurrodns 
ViropipyynoKe, Léywv: 
OTL 6 TOV Beou Tids Tov Tiov 
Can aiwvuds eott, elvas, epn, THY Conv’ 
Kat Qeds adnOuvds. ovTéds é€oTw 6 adnOwos 


Beds Kat Cw aiwvios. 


In these parallel contexts, we have St. John’s First 
Epistle cited in precisely the same way: 1. the 


of the last part of the sixth verse, as well as the whole of the 
seventh. But the point is self-evident: he could not have used the 
phrase et iterum, of a continuous quotation. It is the splice between 
two detached quotations treating on a common topic. 
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beginning, and 2. the end. And we find the close of 
that Epistle quoted, word for word, in both passages. 
What more graphic evidence can be desired of the 
same hand? 

In my next example of identity of manner, the 
reader will see a passage of the Synopsis, not only 
followed most remarkably in thought and expression by 
& passage in the unquestioned writings, but paralleled 
by a series of similar passages, from several places in 
St. Athanasius’s works acknowledged genuine on all 
sides. 


9 Se SuaBoduxy ému Tov otavpov avaBdvtTos 
évépyera Xporov, 

Aourov vevixytat, Katapynodar Kat vevinn- 
KkatapynOévros oOat 


Tov Javdarov.—sSyn- Tov Gavarov.—s. Athan. De 
opsis Scripture, 8. Incarnat. Op. tom. i. p. 81. 
Athan. Op. tom. ii. dua tov vuxnoavra Baca: 
p. 138. oUTw Kat TOV Davatou 

vixnOévros.—id. ib. p. 80. 

Ts TOU Bavdarov acbeveias 

amddetis THS KAT avrov yevo- 
peVNS 

ViKNS Tapa TOV Ywrhjpos.— 
ad. 2b. p. 82. 

Tovnpos evadddpevos Ad Bodos. 
—id. ib. 

pnde ywéoOw tis dmurtos ort 
virép Xpiorov 
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KaTnpyntast 6 Gavatos.— 
td. 2b. tom. 1. p- 85. 

OUK €oTW eVEpy@v auras 

TOUS EVEPyourTas 

9 o e e 

€vepyetas.—id. 2b. 


Here, in six different passages of the genuine 
works, we have the above passage from the Synopsis, 
in the main or in part, repeated. The terms xarnp- 
yjo8o., and verxnoGa, connected with ‘death’ (6 
Odvaros), are, at once, so peculiar and so Pauline, 
that their occurrence in this connection in the 
Synopsis, and their recurrence in this connection in 
so many places of St. Athanasius’s undoubted writings, 
are amongst the surest conceivable marks of one and 
the same hand. After a long life spent in the com- 
parative analysis of styles, I hesitate not to pronounce 
this one result of collation, decisive for the rank of 
the Synopsis, as a genuine and indubitable work of 
‘the great Athanasius.’ 

From internal evidence for the genuineness of the 
Synopsis, arising from identity of thought and style 
with St. Athanasius’s undisputed writings, we pass to 
the question of its witness to the authenticity of 
1 John v. 7. The alleged witness is contained in the 
following brief clause: kat rnv évdrynra dé Tod Tiod 
Tpos Tov Ilarépa Seixvvor. The reference is of course 
denied and ridiculed by Porson (p. 212), who, with 
his predecessor Emlyn, disingenuously transfers it 
to 1 John ii. 23, thus merging the specific term 
‘Unity’ (ryv evornra), the ipsissimum verbum of the 
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seventh verse, in a general expression, ‘ whosoever 
denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father,’ a pro- 
position whence the ‘ oneness’ of v. 7 can be deduced 
only inferentially. Our concern, however, is not with 
shuffling evasions, but with the substantive fact. ‘ The 
unity of the Son with the Father’ is categorically 
stated in 1 John v. 7, and there only throughout St. 
John’s First Epistle. Porson, however, to escape the 
only too obvious reference, gives us his own version 
of the passage from the Synopsis. Let us listen to 
the Oracle. 

Here is the original sentence: cai rnv évérnta Se 
Tov Tiov mpos Tov Ilarépa Seixvucr’ Kati ote 6 dpvod- 
pevos Tov Tiov, ovd€ Tov Ilarépa exer. 

And here is the learned Professor’s translation: 
‘He also shows the unity of the Son with the Father, 
and that he who denies the Son, neither has the 
Father.’ 

Now bold as may seem the undertaking, I will 
undertake to prove, that, in thus rendering the 
original, this great scholar, in the fiery haste of 
controversy, has altogether missed the sense of the 
sentence, by mistaking the construction of this part 
of the Synopsis. For, as every scholar must perceive 
on glancing over this sketch of St. John’s First 
Epistle, the copulative «at, throughout, is not con- 
junctive but disjunctive; and each successive xai is the 
note of a new and distinct topic. Instead, therefore, 
of reference in the first clause of the above sentence 
to 1 John ii. 23, as Porson and Emlyn erroneously 
assume, there is absolutely no connection whatever 


tthenticity of the ‘ Dialogue.’ 59 


between the two parts of the sentence: the first part 
referring exclusively to 1 John v. 7: the second part 
being quotation of 1 John ii. 23. The xai between, 
means only that both topics are treated of in St. John’s 
First Epistle. 

But independent proof of 1 John v. 7 being in- 
tended by the words, kat rnv &vdrynta S€ Tov Tiov mpds 
tov Ilatépa Seixvvcr, arises from the fact, that the 
Synopsis unquestionably cites the fifth chapter, both 
immediately before, and immediately after, the alleged 
quotation of ver. 7: viz. immediately before, ver. 16, 
Kal jTept apaprias Pavarucns Kat pn Oavaticns, and 
immediately after, ver. 10, viz. 76 Adyeww pr) elvar Tov 
Xpuotov: iva ws py ovros éxeivov, éavrov etry elvas 6 
Wevorns an undoubted reference to ver. 10. 

As the Synopsis cites St. John’s text very briefly 
throughout, every word cited has authority as being 
St. John’s, and belonging to his text: a remark which 
tells with great force upon the remarkable clause, kat 
THY evornta TOU Tiov pds Tov Ilarépa Seixvvar. 

We pass to the Dialogue between an Athanasian 
and an Arian: ‘where (Travis, as cited by Porson, 
says) the verse is thus expressly quoted: “Is not 
that lively and saving baptism, whereby we receive 
remission of sins, administered in the name of the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost? and St. John 
says, And these three are one.”’ '° 


10 Porson’s attempt to nullify this quotation, on the plea that the 
Dialogue is spurious, is a total failure. The Dialogue, even he 
admits, is ascribed by the critics, generally, to Maximus, an 
ecclesiastical writer of the seventh century. Now this paternity 
is quite as good as that of Athanasius, so far as concerns the disputed 
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This Dialogue Porson pronounces spurious (after 
Cave and others), and thus holds up to ridicule the 
entire context, as utterly unworthy of the great 
Athanasius: ‘ You have here translated rather freely, 
paraphrasing some words, and omitting others. You 
might have greatly edified your readers, if you had 
favoured them with all the arguments by which the 
Athanasian convinces the Arian that the Trinity in 
unity is to be worshipped. I shall therefore give 
an abridged but faithful translation. ‘“ Why do the 
Seraphim, that Isaiah heard cry, Holy, Holy, Holy, 
neither exceed this number, nor fall short of it? 
Certainly, because it is not lawful for any beside the 
Trinity to be thus honoured. Why did Moses teach 
the people to bend their neck and their knees three 
times on the earth? but to denote the worship of the 
Trinity in one Godhead. The divine Elijah raises 
the dead at the third breathing, to shew that no man 
can be worthy of eternal life, who shall not first 
receive with reverential faith a coéqual and consub- 
stantial Trinity, which like fire consumes deadly sins. 
. .. Neither could Paul otherwise have ascended to the 
third heaven, unless he had possessed in his heart 
the indelible and consubstantial faith of the Trinity. 
. . . Likewise is not the remission of sins procured by 


text. For, as the clause is an acknowledged quotation of 1 John 
v. 7, it demonstrates that the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses 
was indubitably found in the Greek MSS. of and before the seventh 
century. ‘This fact disposes of Porson’s dogma, that it occurs in no 
Greek MS. prior to the sixteenth century; and, in truth, settles the 
question. For, if extant in a MS. or MSS. of the seventh or prior 
centuries, it irrefragably had descended to them from Apostolic times. 
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that quickening and sanctifying ablution, without which 
no man shall see the kingdom of heaven, an ablution 
given to the faithful in the thrice-blessed name. And 
besides all these, John says, And the three are one (or 
rather are ‘the one’).”’—Letters to Travis, pp. 213-14. 

Without discussing here the question of spurious- 
ness, or genuineness, I proceed at once to show, from 
collation with his undisputed writings, that the style 
and imagery here ridiculed is identical with that of 
St. Athanasius. The Song of the Seraphim is Porson’s 
first object of ridicule. Let us hear now how St. 
Athanasius writes of it: 

Bréire rhv Kehadynv tov haod Tpitov odpay.lopervyy, 
Kata Tov TUTOV TOV Yepagdip trav eydvrwr, “A-yios, 
“Aytos, “Aytos Kipws 3a8aed.— Op. tom. i. p. 249. 

Kal Gre So€odoyovor Ta XepouBip, rpirov Tov Ocov 
héyovra, “Ayos, “Ayvos, “Aytos Kupwos JaBaw$, Iarépa, 
Kal Tids, kai ayvov IIvevpa Sofodoyotot Kai Sia Tovro, 
aomep eis TO OVOpLG TOU Ilarpos Kati Tov Tiov Bamti- 
(opeda, ovrw Kat eis TO Gvopa TOU ayiov Tvevparos: 
Kai ywopeba viot Beov, ov Gewv: Ilarnp yap xai Tids 
Kai ayvov Iveipa, Kipwos XaBaad éoru.—S. Athan. 
De human. nat. suscept. Op. tom. i. p. 601. 

) yap wavipvyntos kat oeBdop.os Kal mpooKUYyT 
Tpids, pia Kat advaiperos Kal doynpatictos’ cuvdnt- 
erar O€ dovyxUtws, GoTEp Kal aTpITwS 7) povas xwpi- 
{erar' TO yap TpiTov Ta Tiywa loa Ta’ta Tpoa pepe, 
Tv Sofodoyiav “Aytos, “Aytos, “Aytos Aéyovta, Tas 
Tpets Vrootacets TeXelas SetkvurTa CoTW’ ws Kal ev TP 
Aéyew, Kipws, tHv piav ovoiay dniovow.—S. Athan. 
Op. tom. i. pp. 154-55, In dlud, Omn. mihi trad. 
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These passages show that what Porson ignorantly 
ridicules, was a common-place of St. Athanasius: no 
slight proof of the genuineness of the Dialogue. 

The following genuine passage is still nearer in 
fancifulness to the ridiculed Dialogue, and still more 
open to the learned Professor’s shafts. But it is St. 
Athanasius. 

Ti yap éyyvrepov tav XepouBip, 7 Tov Yepadip ; Kat 
Opws ovde Sparta, } wool éotata, aN’ ovde yuprots, 
Kexaduppevots 5€ womep Kal Tots Tpocwmots THY Sofo- 
Aoyiay mpoodépovoew, atravorots Tots xet\eow, ovdEY 
eTepov 4 THY Oeiay Kat adpactov diow TH TpLoayio- 
TTL Sofdtovra. 

Kat ovdapod tis Tav Oeoreciwy mpodytav, Tov 
padtiota Karakiwwlévrav rhs tovavrys Oéas, admpyyedre 
new, ore év péev TO ama€ eimew Td “Aywos, peydArAn 
TH gory, ev Sé€ ro Sevtepocat, Fogo, év Se 
T@ Tpiocevoa, VToBEByKOTwS: Kal pETA TOUTO, 
TOV TPOTOV aylagpov KupLoAoyourTa, Tov dé SevTEpor 
UTOTATOOVTA, Kal TOV TpiTOY KaTw@TEpOY TLErTA.— 
Op. tom. i. p. 154, In allud, Omnia mihi tradita sunt. 

The hand of St. Athanasius is further apparent in 
this Dialogue, in sameness of thought and manner 
between it and his unquestioned writings. Take the 
following parallel passages for example. 


e N e > N “ 9 AN ~ 3\ 2 “~ 
@s yap o els Tov Oeov emt TOU TpLO-HALOV THs 
Tlarépa Bd\aodnpav ayias Tpiddos dwrds 
ov KabapiocOyoerat Tov elvar Kat puornpiov 

QUTOV: 
> vd 4 ¥ 
aliwviov Kokacews Evoxov* 
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ovTws Kal 6 els TO TIvetpa Tp THS pias broocTdcews 
70 ayvov Br\aodnpyoas, ary.ia, 

brevOuvos yiveTar aiwviou 
Gpaptias .. . 

@oTep 6 eis THY GKTLOTOV ‘TavTos TOU T\NnpapaTos 
Tov @eov peyadewrynta THs Oedryntés 
Braocd¢npav.—Dial. Op. étorw 7H Braodynpia.—st. 
tom. i. p. 145. Ath. Op.tom.i.p.207. 
py Stapeirwoar THY Tpidda: wa py SiaipeOaor amd 

Ts Gans: pndé Tots Kriopaor ovvaprOpeitwoay 7d 

IIvetpa 16 aywov: wa py ovtws Kat otro ta Toa 

Toluparvres, dovyyvworov Kai Ode Kal pera tavra THY 

Tiwpiay vropeivwow.—St. Athan. id. 1b. ad Serap. 

tom. 1. p. 208. 

The common theme of these three passages is, that 
blasphemy against one of the three Persons of the 
Trinity, is blasphemy against all. The theme is 
peculiarly Athanasian ; and its occurrence alike in the 
Dialogue and in the unquestioned Letter to Serapion, 
is no ordinary note of oneani the same hand. With 
those really conversant with the comparative anatomy 
of style, the expressions tpio-paKkaptos dvopacia of 
the Dialogue, and tpio-7Atov THs ayias Tprddos of the 
Letter, will have due force. 

Believing, from these internal marks, the Dialogue 
to be genuine, I shall not trouble myself or my 
readers with Porson’s quibbling reference of its quo- 
tation of 1 John v. to the eighth verse, but set down 
the words, zpos 6€ rovrots racw, ‘Iwdvvns ddoKe, Kat 
ob tpets 7d & eiow, as a formal quotation by St. 
Athanasius of the disputed verse, 1 John v. 7. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


The expression of Tertullian, ‘tres unum sunt,’ and 
that of his disciple St. Cyprian, ‘Et hi tres unum 
sunt,’ are as literal versions of the last clause of the 
seventh verse, as the Latin language seems capable 
of in rendering from the Greek, cat otrou ot tpeis ev 
etot. Are not both clauses, therefore, quotations? This 
Porson strenuously denies. According to him, Ter- 
tullian merely uses ‘his own words,’ without any 
reference to Scripture; and Cyprian’s ‘Et hi tres 
unum sunt,’ are taken, not from the seventh, but 
from the eighth verse, which he interprets mystically 
of the Trinity. Similar sophistry to invalidate both 
witnesses had been previously resorted to by Semler. 
It has heen so thoroughly exposed by Knittel, that 
we may safely leave Porson in his hands. In his 
‘New Criticisms on 1 John v. 7,’ Knittel shows irre- 
fragably that Cyprian never allegorized the eighth 
verse; that its first and only allegorizer was Augustine ; 
and that the passage of Cyprian applied exclusively 
to the seventh verse, of which his words scriptum est 
demonstrate that it is a direct quotation. But let the 
passage speak for itself: ‘Dicit Dominus, Ego et 
Pater unum sumus. Et iterum, de Patre, et Filio, et 
Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, Et hi tres unum sunt.’ 

‘He must, therefore, have read the clause 1 John 
v. 7, in his New Testament. 

“No,” it will be said, ‘‘ No. He only read in his 
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copy the words Ht hi tres unum sunt; and these he 
took from the eighth verse: but the subject of this 
predicate quoted by him—I mean the words the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost—these did not 
exist in his Bible, but in his imagination [!". In short, 
he discovered, mystically, the three Persons of the 
Godhead, in the three words of the eighth verse, 
spirit, water, and blood [!). 

‘Nothing of the kind, however, appears in the 
words of Cyprian. 

‘But perhaps modes of expression occur elsewhere 
in his writings, in some measure, if not entirely, to 
support the opinion of our adversaries? 

‘T answer, No; nor have our adversaries themselves 
ever asserted there were. In order to give their 
opinion the fairest play, [ have read Cyprian through 
and through, with the most minute attention ; but I 
have not found any thing that could, in the least, lead 
one to suppose that the Bishop held any mystical views 
respecting 1 John v. &.’ 

Having further shown of Cyprian that, ‘in every 
passage which he cites as allegorical proof, he first 
quotes the text literally, and then states what wt signifies 
mystically ;’ this learned writer proceeds to produce a 
passage which alone proves it ¢mpossible that Cyprian 
could have understood the eighth verse of the Trinity. 

‘*’ Nec argumentis plurimis opus est, frater caris- 
sime, ut probemus appellatione ague Baptisma signifi- 
catum semper esse, et sic nos intelligere debere.” 

‘Cyprian, therefore, declares it to be unscriptural 
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for any one to believe that water, in the Bible, oc- 
casionally represents a Person of the Godhead.’ 

From Cyprian our author turns to Augustine, who 
did interpret the eighth verse mystically of the 
Trinity; and who, the adversaries maintained, knew 
nothing of the seventh: ‘ Now, peruse his writings 
from beginning to end: nowhere will you find the 
smallest trace that Augustine was acquainted with 
1 John v. 7.’ 

. Never was there a broader or bolder challenge. 
And never was discomfiture more complete. ‘Is it 
then [retorts Knittel with exquisite irony] already 
perfectly clear, free from all doubt, and absolutely 
certain, that Augustine, in all his works, has never 
taken any notice of 1 John v. 7 ? 

‘Of course you have done yourselves what you 
advise us to do: i.e. read through all Augustine. If 
so, you will recollect a passage, where he says, “ Deus 
itaque summus et verus, cum Verbo suo, et Spiritu 
Sancto, QUE TRIA UNUM SUNT.” 

‘ Does not this passage distinctly betray its origin ? 
I mean the text of John, ‘“ There are three that 
bear witness in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and 
the Holy Ghost; AND THESE THREE ARE ONE.”’ 

St. Augustine, then, who did mysticize, and St. 
Cyprian, who did not mysticize, the eighth verse, were 
both equally well acquainted with the seventh. And 
by both, the ignorance and presumption of the adver- 
saries of the text stand signally exposed. The whole 
chapter of Knittel, pp. 21-37, claims, and will richly 
repay, a close and careful perusal. 
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Porson’s attempt to make the ‘tres unum sunt,’ 
Tertullian’s own expression, is a trick of controversy — 
so palpable, that it can deceive none but wilful self- 
deceivers. The expression is common to the Greek, 
as well as the Latin, Fathers. Their rd & rpia, and 
Ta Tpia, ev, are the ‘ tres unum sunt’ of Tertullian and 
Cyprian. This fact is so plain as to make its assertion 
a truism. Yet in the face of it, Porson asserts the 
expression to be ‘Tertullian’s own words.’ 

The phrase was incontrovertibly a conventional 
formula with the most ancient Fathers, both Greek 
and Latin. St. Ireneus and St. Hippolytus, St. Atha- 
nasius and St. Basil, use it in common with Tertullian 
and St. Cyprian. Such an agreement between wholly 
separate and independent authorities, can be rationally 
accounted for only in one way,—namely, that the 
expression was taken from one original source ; that 
source could have been no other than Scripture; and 
in one Scripture only is the Patristic expression to be 
found, viz. in 1 John v. 7. Every use of the words 
7a Tpia ev, and ‘tres unum sunt,’ is tacit quotation of the 
seventh verse. This may and will still be gainsayed : 
but it can be gainsayed by those only, who, in Our 
Lord’s words, set themselves, whether consciously or 
unconsciously, wpos Kévrpa haxrilew. 

That Tertullian’s ‘ Quz tres unum sunt’ is a tacit 
quotation of 1 John v. 7, shall now be proved from 
comparison of this context with a parallel passage 
from St. Athanasius, which is a formal quotation of 
the seventh verse. Tertullian’s words are, ‘ Sicut ipse 
de Patris, ita connexus Patris in Filio, et Fili in 
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Paracleto, tres efficit cohzwrentes, alterum ex altero: 
qui tres unum sunt, non unus, quomodo dictum est, 
Ego et Pater unum sumus; ad substantis unitatem, 
non ad numeri singularitatem.’—Op. p. 323. 

Now St. Athanasius uses the very same phrase, in 
a direct quotation of 1 John v. 7. ‘In Christo Jesu 
unum sunt, non tamen unus est, quia non est eorum 
una Persona.’ It is as clear, therefore, that Ter- 
tullian’s words refer to 1 John v. 7, as that St. 
Athanasius cites it. Their common expression was 
obviously a Patristic commonplace taken from the 
seventh verse. Their common explanation,—tres 
unum sunt, non unus est, admits of no other inference : 
it is a Patristic gloss on St. John’s verse. 

The occurrence of in Christo Jesu at the end of St. 
Athanasius’s quotation of the seventh verse, com- 
pletely nullifies Porson’s ridiculous special-pleading 
in proof that these words were appended, originally, 
to the eighth verse, and afterwards transposed to 
the fraudulently-fabricated seventh! They who fancy 
paradox, will find it ex abundant: in the learned 
Professor’s theory on this head, p. 141. 

But Tertullian’s witness to the seventh verse is 
not limited to his Qui tres unum sunt. The three-one 
doctrine of that verse ‘is constantly present to his 
mind. Hence his following reasoning: ‘Omne quod 
prodit ex aliquo, secundum sit ejus necesse est de quo 
prodit, non ideo tamen est separatum. Secundus 
autem ubiest, duo sunt. Et tertius ubi est, “ tres 
sunt.” Tertius enim est Spiritus & Deo et Filio. . . . 
Ita Trinitas per consertos et connexos gradus & Patre 
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decurrens, et monarchie nihil obstrepit, et oixovouias 
statum protegit. Hanc me regulam professum, qua 
inseparatos ab alterutro Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum 
testor, tene ubique.’—Op. Adv. Praz. p. 319. 

The following passage will distinctly show, that, 
wherever Tertullian introduces ‘ unum,’ with reference 
to the Godhead, he does so as quotation of Scripture: 
‘Frequenter intendunt [heretici] illum nobis locum 
quo dictum sit, Ego et Pater unum sumus: et in hoc 
eeque illos facile vincimus. Si enim erat, ut heretici 
putant, Pater Christus, oportuit dicere, Ego Pater 
unum sum.... Et quia dixit unum, intelligant 
heretici, quia non dixit unus. Unum enim neutraliter 
positum, societatis concordiam, non unitatem Persone, 
sonat. Unum enim, non unus, esse dicitur, quoniam 
nec ad numerum refertur, sed ad societatem alterius 
expromitur. Denique adjecit dicens, sumus, non 
sum, ut ostenderet per hoc quod dixit, sumus, et 
Pater, duas esse Personas. Unum autem quod ait ad 
concordiam, et eandem essentiam, et ad ipsam chari- 
tatis societatem pertinere, ut meritO unum sit Pater 
et Filius, per essentiam, concordiam, et per amorem, 
et per dilectionem. Et quoniam ex Patre est, quic- 
quid illud est, Filius est, manente tamen distinctione, 
ut non sit Pater ille qui Filius, quia nec Filius ille 
qui Pater est. Nec enim, sumus, addidisset, si 
unum se et solitarium Patrem, Filium factum esse 
meminisset.’.— De Trinitate, Op. p. 507. 

It is impossible, surely, that he who dissertates 
thus minutely upon the Scripture term unum, when 
commenting upon it as spoken by Our Lord of the 
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Godhead, St. John x. 30, could elsewhere employ 
this Scripture term and the whole clause of the text 
in which alone it similarly recurs, without any 
reference to Scripture. Yet this is the monstrous 
proposition which Porson would have us adopt when 
he tells us ‘that the words tres unum sunt [qui tres 
unum sunt] are the words of Tertullian himself, and 
expressly distinguished from the words of Scripture’ 
(1! !]—-p. 240. Now as certainly as Tertullian quotes 
and comments upon the ‘unum’ of St. John x. 30, in 
the extract given in p. 69, so certainly he here tacitly 
quotes and comments on the ‘unum’ of 1 John v. 7. 
The fact of his formal quotation in the one case, is 
our guarantee for the reality of the tacit quotation in 
the other. But there is more than inference in this 
matter. There is a direct note of the double quo- 
tation. For I observe what Porson did not, that 
Tertullian uses the very text, St. John x. 30, upon 
the ‘unum’ of which he so largely comments in the 
above passage, in immediate connection and juxta- 
position with his ‘qui tres unum sunt.’ The one 
quotation thus clenches and rivets the other. In this 
celebrated context he is dealing exclusively with 
Scripture, and exclusively with St. John. His ‘ Qui 
tres unum sunt,’ is as certainly the seventh verse of 
the Epistle, as his ‘ Ego et Pater unum sumus,’ is the 
thirtieth verse in the Gospel. In a word, Porson 
has made a desperate attempt, and has miserably 
failed in it. 
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CHAPTER VI. 


Bur there is another mode of reference or tacit 
quotation, which, if found in any of the Greek Fathers, 
must be admitted by all fair critics in evidence to the 
genuineness of the text of the three Heavenly Wit- 
nesses. I mean passages, if any such are extant, 
where the three Persons of the Trinity are introduced 
as Witnesses. I am prepared with more than one 
example of this unmistakeable kind of reference by 
St. Basil and others. 

Tpus & Tpiddc paptupyoet is the brief but 
pregnant reference of St. Basil. In a homily ascribed to 
St. Chrysostom,'! the text of the Heavenly Witnesses 

11 §t. Chrysostom may be instanced as exposing, by the paucity 
of his quotations from 1 John, the absurdity of Porson’s argument 
from omission of direct quotation of the disputed verse by the Fathers, 


as well as his ignorance of the modes of Patristic quotation. Through- 


out St. Chrysostom’s voluminous works, I find but three. Here they 
are— 


cal tpetc xpioua Exere dro rov dylov.—1 John ii. 20. 
6 adnOivdc Oed¢.—1 John v. 20. 
éore yap auapria xpoc Oavaroyv.—1 John v. 16. 


Where this is the sum-total of St. Chrysostom’s direct citations from 
the First Epistle, (and direct citations of Scripture by the Fathers 
generally are in the same ratio,) what a fallacy to rest any argument 
or inference on the absence of direct Patristic quotations ! 

But though he does not quote, St. Chrysostom’s clear allusions to 
the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses are repeated; 0g. da 
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stands out as clearly, but much more fully, in the 
following passage: Bdére ydp po. Tas paprupias 
Ts aylas Kat Gpoovciov Tpiddos, kat wéBouv adrny 
ép0as, wa pr addy. The idea exists solely in 
1 John v. 7. Again :— 

@s ovv ov Todpytéov elvas eiew mepi Tov Ilatpéos, 
OTe ovK éot. das adAnOwov, kat wept Tov Tiov, Beds 
dAnOwds* avros yap elev, éyd eit 7 aAjOaa> ovTw 
Kat wept tov TIvevpatos tov dayiov, oT. IIvevpa ris 
addnbeias. Sua TovTwy paptupiov pavlave evoeBew 
advaiperov Tpidda. 

Now as, in this context, the writer takes his lan- 
guage from St. John, and expressly quotes 1 Johni. 5, 
and i. 9, in his homily, what room is left for a reason- 
able doubt that his introduction of the three Persons 
of the Trinity as ‘ Witnesses,’ is adopted from the 
only Scripture where they are so represented, namely, 
1 John v. 7? 

In the Confession of Faith addressed to St. Atha- 
nasius by Eugenius the deacon, the three Persons of 
the Trinity thus reappear as ‘ Witnesses,’ in apparent 
allusion to the one Scripture authority. Kat yap 7 
TedevoTns Hav d& Iatpi, cat Tig, kat ayiy TMvedpare 
didorat, Kai yiverau’ Kat pia miotis éoTiv eis Eva Bedv 
de Tiod & TIvevpare ayig: vrép mretovos yotv 
paprupias. 

The following from St. Chrysostom is a literal 
accommodation, and therefore a virtual quotation, of 


rourwy ray papruplwy pavOave eboefetv adialperoy Tprada. This 
will be disallowed as reckoned among his ‘spuria,’ but, whether 
~enuine or spurious, the allusion to 1 John v. 7 is of equal force. 
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1 John v. 7. Could such coincidence have arisen 
without the leading of that text? 


KaTW TpELs MapTupeEs, 
Gvw Tpels MapTupES, 
7o atmpdatrov THS TOU Beov Sdgys Sndodvtes. 


Op. tom. 1. p. 587. 


St. Gregory Nazianzen, as cited by Germanus, 
Archbishop of Constantinople early in the eighth 
century, has similar allusion to the text of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses. ov dOavw rd év évvonoat, Kat 
TOLS TpLOt TEepiAapTopat’ ov POdvw Ta Tpia Siedrew, 
Kat eis TO ev avadepopas’ GANG py Tis TAS PapTuUpias 
TAaVTAS TOV Tpic-ayiou, K.T.A. 

But these Patristic representations of the three 
Divine Persons as ‘ Witnesses,’ and apparent allusions, 
consequently, to the only Scripture in which the 
three are so introduced, are anticipated, at once, and 
brought home to the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses, by an authority dating little more than a 
single century from the date of St. John’s First 
Epistle itself. This authority is preserved in the 
works of St. Clemens Alexandrinus; and is allowed 
on all hands to be either his own writing, or that of a 
writer of the same period, Theodotus. The primitive 
antiquity of the passage in question is indisputable and 
undisputed. Its literal agreement with 1 John v. 7, 
I will add, is such, that the spirit of theological 
controversy could alone, one might think, deny it the 
character of what Paley terms ‘a tacit quotation.’ 
Here is the passage. | 
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Ilav pypa torarar émi Svo kal Tpiav paptipwr: 
ézi Ilarpds xat Tiov kat ayiov IIvevparos: ép adv 
paptipav Kat BonOav, ai é&vrodat deydpevar pudac- 
oeobar ddeidovow.—St. Clem. Alex. Op. tom. ii. 
p- 992, ed. Potter. 

The connection indicated in this passage between 
the Mosaic law of witness and its highest exemplifi- 
cation in St. John’s three Heavenly Witnesses, self- 
evidently commends it to the uncontroversial eye as, 
at once, a tacit quotation of and comment on the 
disputed verse. This first impression, however, will 
be obviously strengthened, if, on examination, the 
passage prove to contain two distinct clauses, and 
that both clauses are found in the First Epistle of 
St. John. That this is so, the annexed table will 
sufficiently establish. 


Collation of Clemens Alexandrinus (or Theodotus) 
with 1 John v. 7, and v. 2, 3. 


A eA . 9 
Tay PHYLA toTaTat OTt 
} | 4 .Y “~ 4 “a +) € A 
€7Tb dvo Kat Tplov PapTupov" T pees E€towW OL PapTupoupr- 
TES EY TH OUPAVY, 


12 We meet similar allusions in his undoubted pieces, e.g. rpetc 
wapaywy pdprupac’ rév ra ipya ra bx abrov yerdpueva, rov Tarpo¢ 
ryy papruplay, rov Iwavvov ro knpyvypa.—Op. tom. viii. p. 237. 

And again: ot rpeic pice aiwvloue, ddAa pla gua aiwnog, ev 
Tprade peg pavepovpévn.—tom. vill. p. 614. 

And once more: rac fh oxny), gnoiv, hy row papruplov; adda 
dia rovro qv, iva paprupa roy Oeov Exworv.—ix. 138. The witness 
of God, is the witness of the Trinity tn Unity, in other words, is 
1 John v. 7. 
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émi Ilatpos kai Tiot 6 Tarip, 6 Adyos, wat rd 


Kat ayiov IIvev- aytov IIvevpa. 
patos’ 
éd’ Gv paptipav : 
Kat Bonbav 1 John v. 2, 3. 
e ‘ . »' > bs’ > “A aA 
at évrod\at KaLTaS EVTOAGS avTOU THPaLE. 
4 9 \ > \ t) “~ “A 
Leyopevar WaTAaSEVTOAGS AUTOU THPapE® 
duiaooer Gar dgetd- Kai ai évrodal av’rod Bapeia 
ovow. ovK Elon. 
1 John v. 21. 


texvia, Puratare éavrovs ad Tav eldaruv. dyyv. 


1 John ii. 6. 


6 héywr &y air@ pevew, ddeires rales exewos .. . 
ovrws tepitarey. ddedpot, odk évTohiy Kkawhy ypadw 
vw, GAN’ évrodAny tradaav. 


Remarks. 


A clearer example of what Paley styles ‘tacit 
quotation’ has seldom been adduced than that pre- 
sented in the above table. It is quotation and com- 
mentary in one. 

1. In the Greek Father, we have an introductory 
clause from St. Matthew. 2. We have St. John’s 
three Heavenly Witnesses, not only named, but the 
end of their witnessing stated. 3. We have the 
words of the preceding context, 1 John yv. 2, 3, 
brought into juxtaposition with v. 7, showing that 
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the writer had the whole context wakefully in his 
view. His at évrodai is as clearly St. John as are 
his Three Witnesses. 

The marks of quotation become only still more 
translucent, when we examine the minute points of 
verbal agreement. The at w&rodai of this Patristic 
commentator is the key-word of St. John’s First 
Epistle, in which it occurs no less than fourteen 
times. It is coupled with the word ddeidovow, the 
very term used by St. John in the same connection ; 
and used repeatedly. Lastly the verb ¢uvAdocw 
occurs in both contexts. 

These minute, yet most significant, agreements in 
style between the Patristic writer and St. John’s First 
Epistle, in so short a passage, tell with convincing 
force upon the broad and obvious agreement with 
1 John v. 7. Long experience in the comparative 
anatomy of style leads me to pronounce this double 
class of proof decisive for the passage being a direct 
quotation of 1 John v. 7. But if it be, the writer 
had the text of the Heavenly Witnesses in his New 
Testament MS. or MSS.: Greek MSS. of the second 
century. 

We have shown that St. Hippolytus and St. Atha- 
nasius state categorically that all that the Fathers 
taught respecting the doctrine of the Godhead, and 
the Catholic and Apostolic faith, was drawn wholly 
and solely from the holy Scriptures. To question or 
deny their solemn statement of this fact, is to charge 
these great ancients with a wilful and deliberate 
falsehood. This consideration would not stand for a 
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moment in the way of a critic like Mr. Porson; with 
whom the charges of forgery and falsification are the 
constant recipe to remove obstacles to his dogmatic 
conclusions.= Nocritics, however, who regard, either 
the sacred cause of truth, or their own character, will 
be likely, it is presumed, to copy this evil art of 
controversy. I assume therefore, and will proceed on 
the assumption, that what St. Hippolytus and St. 
Athanasius state as of their own knowledge, is simple 
matter of fact. But this gives a wholly new force to 
the language of the Fathers. Instead, for example, of 
the disputed text being forged, as Porson would have 
us believe, ‘from such expressions of the Fathers,’ 
this one consideration proves the libellous allegation 
to be an impossibility. The early date of the Patristic 
expressions themselves, I have already shown, repeats 
the proof. For we find them borrowed by the arch- 
heretic Valentinus, so early as a.p. 140; or within 
fifty years of the date of St. John’s First Epistle. 
Away, then, with the traducer of Christian antiquity 
who would attach the stain of falsehood to any state- 
“ment of fact by ‘the great Athanasius;’ or inflict the 
guilt of forgery upon Christian men unknown, as 


18 We have not far to seek for the motive of Porson’s Letters to 
Travis. An article in the Biographie Universelle brings the secret 
of his virulent antagonism into the light of day. ‘ Porson ne put se 
décider & prendre les ordres, et fit l’abandon de sa prébende, en 
1791. Ses sentiments religieux le rapprochant des Unitaires, il lui 
répugnait de souscrire les articles de l’Eglise anglicane.’ His 
Unitarian tendencies abundantly account for his animus towards the 
obnoxious seventh verse, and for the dishonest arts of controversy 
which run, with the tortuous sinuosity of ‘the crooked serpent,’ 
throughout his twelve philippics. 
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manufacturers, from chance expressions of the Fathers, 
of the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses! I will 
only say, that the man capable of advancing such 
unproved and incredible assaults on character, would 
almost seem capable of the crime which he lays to the 
charge of others. 

Having shown from his own words that, in all his 
statements of the doctrine of the Godhead, Athana- 
sius anchors wholly and solely upon the statements 
of Scripture, I submit examples of his statements 
which can be referred only for their origin to 1 John 
v. 7. 

The central and unique idea in that celebrated 
text is the union of three in one. However familiar 
to our ears this definition, it is so expressed in Scrip- 
ture in the one text alone. Here are specimens of 
St. Athanasius’s expression of it. Let the reader 
compare them with 1 John v. 7. 

n yap ayia Kat paxapia Tptas, advaiperos Kat 
HYwLevyn mpds éeaurnv éori—Op. tom. i. p. 187. 

7 S€ [Ivetpa 76 aywv yvwpévoyv te Tim Kat TO 
Ilarpi.—id. ib. 186. 

TovavTns 6€ DvoToLXias Kal EVOTHTOS THS &Y TH 
Tptiade ovons.—id. ib. p. 194. 

THs ouTws T piddos ovons ev Evt onpaiverat T pias; 
i Tas TOU Evds Ovros & Hw, Tpras héyerat ;— 
ad. 1b. 194. 

N. B. 1 Johniii. 24, is cited previously in the same 
page, 194, a circumstance plainly indicating the source 
of the above expressions, and their reference to 1 John 
v. 7; and v. 9, 13, is cited afterwards in the same 
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page, a fact arguing that he had the immediate context, 
v. 7, in his mind. 

Tov yap IIvedpatos ovros & TP aw... 6 Beds Ov 
Tiov & Ivedpari Hv &y avrois.—id. ib. p. 187. 

T pias Toivuy ayia Kat Tedeia eoriv, &v Iarpi xai Tip 
Kat ayip TIvevpat. Peohoyoupevy.—id. ib. 

(‘Iwdvyns wept tov Tiov Peohdywv.—id. tom. i. 


p. 428.) 


POSTSCRIPT. 
THE ATHANASIAN CREED. 


It has been objected that, however apparent in the 
writings of St. Athanasius, the seventh verse is not 
quoted in the Athanasian Creed. To this objection I 
reply, 1. that this Creed, although derived wholly 
and solely from Scripture, does not contain a single 
Scripture text. Like the web of the silk worm, it is, 
at once, distinct, and inseverable from its source. I 
reply 2, that this-Creed more than quotes, for it gives 
a running commentary on this one text, inapplicable 
to any other text throughout the Bible. The doc- 
trine of the Trinity in Unity, indeed, is most clearly 
deducible from Our Lord’s baptismal formula, and 
from many other Scriptures: but it is deducible only 
inferentially. In the seventh verse, and in it alone, 
it is stated categorically and antithetically. Every 
categorical and antithetical statement of it in the 
same form of words, must, consequently, be drawn 
from that unique verse. 
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We now come to the statements of the Athanasian 
Creed. It announces itself as a Creed declaratory of 
‘the catholic faith:’ in other words, as wholly drawn 
from Scripture. It goes on to set forth what this 
faith is. And the opening words of the annunciation 
are neither more nor less than the category and 
antithesis exclusively peculiar to 1 John v. 7. 

‘And the catholic faith is this: That we worship 
one God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity.’ 

It resumes the antithetical statement of the doctrine 
in the seventh verse through a series of statements 
provided as guards against the various aberrations of 
known heresies. 


‘They are not three eternals but one eternal. 


As also there are not three incomprehensibles, nor 
three uncreated : 
But one uncreated, and one incomprehensible. 


So likewise the Father is Almighty, the Son Almighty, 
and the Holy Ghost Almighty: 
And yet they are not three Almighties, but one 
Almighty, 
So the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy 
Ghost is God: 
And yet they are not three Gods : but one God. 


So likewise the Father is Lord, the Son Lord, and 
the Holy Ghost Lord. 
And yet not three Lords : but one Lord.’ 
‘So there is one Father, not three Fathers : one Son, 


not three Sons : one Holy Ghost, not three Holy 
Ghosts.’ 
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‘So that in all things as is aforesaid, the Unity 
in Trinity, and the Trinity in Unity is to be 
worshipped.’ 

‘ He, therefore, that will be saved: must thus think 
of the Trinity.’ 

In these sentences, we read the recital and re- 
iteration, eight times successively, of the very words 
and essence of the seventh verse. Their common 
subject is ‘ The Catholic faith,’ which it would be the 
height of impiety to ground on any authority save 
that of ‘express warrant of Scripture.’ But there is 
no Scripture warrant for this categorical and antithe- 
tical statement of the tri-une doctrine of the Godhead 
except 1 John v. 7. The Athanasian Creed thus 
becomes, in itself, a voucher for the authenticity of 
the seventh verse. 

In this light, the date and origin of this Creed, 
assumes an interest of the highest importance. Its 
date happens fortunately to be determined with cer- 
tainty, within a limit of some thirty years, by its 
being certainly prior to the first Council of Ephesus, 
A.D. 431. Its value as an independent witness to the 
disputed verse is ascertained by the fact, that it 
originated neither in the Greek, the African, nor the 
Italian Churches: its origin was in Gaul. 

To give its history in the most succinct form: 
‘ What is called the Athanasian Creed, was composed 
in Gaul, before the Council of Ephesus (431), perhaps 
by Hilary of Arles (429), or by Victricius, Bishop of 
Rouen (401).’—Procter, Book of Common Prayer, 
p. 228. 

G 
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Remarks. 


The Athanasian Creed, as we now possess it, issuing 
from the Gallican Church, was prior, probably by 
above eighty, certainly by more than fifty years, to 
the Confession of Faith made by the African Churches, 
and presented to Hunneric, King of the Vandals, 
in 484. 

The Creed contains the words and substance of the 
seventh verse eight times repeated. The Confession 
addressed to King Hunneric formally quotes it, and 
from St. John’s First Epistle. Here are two wholly 
independent, and nearly contemporary authorities: 
the one, containing the verse; the other, a close and 
copious comment on it. The two documents corre- 
spond like two answering tallies. Their joint evid- 
ence, as text and comment, amounts to a double 
attestation of the pre-existence, in Gaul and Africa, 
of MSS. of the New Testament containing the 
seventh verse, 80 ancient, so numerous, and of such 
undoubted authority, as utterly to preclude the 
idea of any question as to its authenticity in the 
Gallican and African Churches from their earliest 
foundation in the second century. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


Even in the ‘Spuria’ ascribed to the Apostolic 
Fathers, some of which doubtless are of very high 
antiquity, may be found decisive evidence of the 
co-existence, in primitive MSS. of the Greek Testa- 
ment, of the cognate texts, St. Matthew xxviii. 19 
and 1 John v. 7. 

The following passage from an Epistle to the 
Philippians De Baptismo, ascribed to St. Ignatius, 
could not have been worded as it is without the aid 
of both those texts. 

Ets ob @eds xai Ilarnp, cat ov Svo, ob 5é Tpeis. . « 
Eis 6€ Kal Tids Adyos Beds. . . . ovre ovv TpEts 
Tlarépes, ovre tpeis Tiol, ovre tpets Tlapaxdynrou add 
els Ilarjp, wat els Tids, wal els Ilapd«dnros. du 
Kat Kupws daooréh\wy Tovs atoorddous pabnrevoat 
wavra Ta €Ovn, éveteiiaro avrots Bamrifew eis TO Gvope 
Tov Ilatpos, xat tov Tiod Kat Tov ayiov IIvevparos: 
oure eis Eva Tpiavupor, oure eis TpEts e&vavOpwr7- 
cartes, GAN’ eis TpEts Gporipous.—st. Ignat. Ep. Spur. 
ad Philipp. ap. Ittig. Biblioth. PP. Apostol. p. 332-4. 

What but collation of the two texts in question 
could suggest these contrasts? The coincidence 
between the language of this passage, and the cor- 

a 2 
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responding definitions in the Athanasian Creed, is 
further very remarkable." 

The fact of the Athanasian Creed being composed 
in Gaul, while its Greek counterpart ascribed to St. 
Ignatius was certainly written in Asia, proves the 
universality of their common forms of definition ; 
a universality which could not have arisen from any 
conceivable cause but that of these definitions origi- 
nating in the one source of all catholic doctrine, the 
Holy Scriptures: but the only Scripture by which 
the definitions in question are totidem verbis autho- 
rized, is 1 John v. 7. 

But there is a special appropriateness in the Creed 
called the Athanasian, as we now have it, emanating 
from the Gallican Church. For the first Bishops of 
this Church were of the school of St. John. St. 
Pothinus, and St. Irenzeus, successively Bishops of 
Lyons, were both, as all are aware, disciples of St. 
Polycarp, St. John’s favourite disciple. His teaching, 
accordingly, was likely to stand pre-eminent in the 
primitive Gallican Churches. That the doctrine of 
the Trinity in Unity entered, from the first, into 
their teaching, we may clearly gather from the re- 
mains of St. Irenzus. That his statement of the 
doctrine was specially derived from 1 John v. 7, may 
further be inferred with good reason from the lan- 
guage of his disciple, St. Hippolytus, who, as has 
been already largely shown, employs the language of 

4 The different arrangement of the very same words, proves, at 


once, the total independence of the two records, and their origin in 
a com™cn primitive source. 
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the seventh verse with a specialty of phrase virtually 
equal to quotation. This brings us down to about 
the year 250. So that the doctrine, precisely as stated 
1 John v. 7, can be traced -in Gaul from the second 
to the middle of the third century. But this brings 
us within from 150 to 170 years of the composition 
and publication of the Athanasian Creed, as it now 
stands, by Victricius or Hilary, or a contemporary 
authority,’ as the solemn confession of the whole 
Gallican Church. The solemn promulgation of this 
Confession was now plainly rendered necessary by the 
fearful progress of Arianism, both under imperial and 
barbarian auspices, in the latter half of the fourth 
century. 

All the steps of this chronological induction are so 
simple and natural as to recommend it, it is conceived, 
to the fair consideration of every impartial judgment. 
We have the seed in 1 John, the blade in the language 
of Irenwus and Hippolytus, and the full corn in the 
ear in the Athanasian Creed. 

The extraordinary coincidence already adverted to 
in the definitions of this Creed, and in those of the 
passage ascribed to another of St. John’s disciples, 
St. Ignatius, bespeaks a common source of highest 
antiquity. 

Kal ovrws 7) évdtns’ THs ayias Tpiaddos oaterat: 
Kat ourws els Qeds ey TH “Exkd\noia Knpurrerat, 6 émt 


15 The celebrated Vincentius Lirinensis is the next named as 
the author, and on strong grounds. As he and Hilary were inmates 
of the same convent, why should it not be their joint production ? 
What more likely? 
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savTev, kai Sua Tavtev, Kai & saow.—St. Athan. 
Op. tom. i. p. 202. 

As here St. Paul, so in all the preceding passages 
St. John, is cited without naming. None will ques- 
tion, in this sentence, the tacit quotation of Ephes. 
iv. 6. As little can any rationally question the tacit 
quotations of 1 John v. 7, in the previous examples. 

ada wemorevxevar cis Geov Hatépa szayroxparopa’ 
Kai eis Xptorov “Incovy, tov Tiov avrov- Kai eis TO 
ayy Hvetpa. yvacba dé To Gem Tar Cov TOY 
Adyov.—St. Athan. Op. tom. i. p. 276. 

The twofold denomination, here, Tids and Adyos, 
points apparently to 1 John v. 7, the one text on the 
Trinity where the second Person is styled Adyos. 

But St. Athanasius, further, brings practical witness 
to the correctness of his own affirmation that the 
catholic doctrine (as expressed in 1 John v. 7, and 
there alone) had descended to him from Scripture 
through the Catholic Church. For the following 
passage 1s not his own, but a quotation from Dio- 
nysius, Bishop of Rome in the preceding century. 

Staipovvres THY ayiay Movdda: vaca yap 
avaykn To Oem Tov drwy Tov Deioy Adyov: éeudi- 
Noywpew SE 7H Oew Kai evdvarracbar Set Td ayrov 
TIvevpa: 75y Kai tiv Ociay Tpidda eis eva, woep eis 
Kopugyy twa, Tov Oedyv THY O\wy Tov TaYTOKpaTopa. 
Adyw, ovyxepadawvabai te Kai ovvayerOa raca 
avayxKn.—St. Athan. ap. Routh, Rel. Sacr. tom. iii. 
p. 373, 378. 

Now here is the three-one doctrine delivered in St. 
John’s own terms, 6 Iarnp, 6 Adyos, Td adyov IIvedpa, 
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while the entire passage is simply a comment on 
1 John v. 7, and could not be a comment on any 
other Scripture.'® 

But 1 John v. 7 reappears still more saliently in 
the letter of Pope Liberius to St. Athanasius. In 
this most remarkable Confession of Faith, St. John’s 
doctrine of the ta tpia ey, as delivered in that one 
text, is laid down with an emphasis and fulness which 
show unmistakably that this Bishop of Rome was 
strictly following Scripture, and basing his Confession 
(as St. Athanasius himself professed to do) solely 
upon the written Word. The manner in which he 
presses, and insists upon, and reiterates the €v, so 
prominent a term in 1 John v. 7, alone tells me that 
he is certainly commenting on that text. 

ecoTw ovv Huw ‘Opodoyia, émurdOnré por ’Abavdcee, 
Adyos Beod Tids xara pvow, &k ToV Oeod Kai Harpos 
yervneis, od Kkricbeis, aN det dv ovvavapyos TH Be@ 
kai Ilarpi, kat axararavorws 70 Bacideov exwy eis 
TOUS GTeAEUTHTOUS ai@vas, aunv. Kal TO TIvedpa S€ 70 
aywov ainBas éx Tov Geov Kara dvow Beor, ayepiorov 
éx @eov KaTa Tas aylas ypadas: Tov elvar alyOas 
Tov Ilarépa, kat Tov etvas adnBas Tov Tiov, Kat tov elvat 
a\nbas to aywv Tvevpa: exacrov svopa pi) peta- 
Baddcpevor, eri avabépati, €x THs olKelas Erovopacias: 
Tov evar THY Tpidda ddnOas Tpidda &v pig Oedrnry, 

16 J cannot let pass silently Porson’s notice of the Toledo MS., with- 
out adding his confession as to the overwhelming preponderance of 
Latin MSS. which contain the text: ‘I allow you in advance, that a 
great majority of the Latin MSS. are on your side. Perhaps for one 


that omits the three Heavenly Witnesses, forty or fifty may be 
found that retain them.’—p. 138-139. 
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Kat pid Suvdwe, cal pig ovoig, Kal tg vroorace. 
ov yap pepileras 6 Tids ex THS TaTpiKAS WrooTaceus, 
ovde 76 Ivetpa 76 ayvov THs TANpovoNs TOY OVpaVvoY 
Kal THY ynv. eoTw ovr, KaOws mpociroy, y Tpras 
€&y pug vrootace. py peprlopern, 

Kat T7 ovaia ey, 

Kai TH Oedrnte Ev, 

Kat TH Suvdper 2», 

Kai TH Bacdreia 2p, 

Kat T So€odoyia é@v, 

Kai TH eikdve ey, 

Kai T@ TIvedpars €v° 

TIvedpa yap ov pepileras. 

"Avdbepa. obv Aéyw YaBeddov 76 Sdypa Kai “Apeiov. 
K.T.A. 

Tavry ow TH ‘Opodroyig, adedde "Alavdore, TH 
voy Ory Kal ddnOds wioter & TH Kafohixp Kat 
"AmootouKy *“Exx\noig, «.t.\.—Liberius ap. Athan. 
Op. tom. i. p. 243. 

Now the single term é@», so peculiarly and ex- 
clusively St. John’s term, as applied to the Godhead, 
here repeated seven times, and coupled with rpets 
or Tpws, equally peculiar to 1 John v. 7, present 
such a recurrence and combination of peculiar terms 
found together only in that one verse, as nothing but 
their being taken from the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses can possibly explain. Evidence like this I 
hold to be equal to the most formal quotation of the 
text. 

St. Athanasius solemnly affirms, that he, in common 
with all the Fathers of the Catholic and Apostolic 
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Church, drew their doctrine exclusively from the 
Holy Scriptures. Now if this was so in all his teaching, 
it must be pre-eminently so when addressing himself 
to heathens; and when laying before heathens the 
doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, as the one great 
fundamental doctrine of Christianity. Here, at least, 
he would be certain to rest every point upon ‘ ex- 
press warrant of Scripture.’ 

Now the following passage is his definition of the 
doctrine of the Trinity, addressed to the heathen 
Persians: and drawn up, he tells them, xara 76 
yeypappévov. Els yap Oeds yyiv, €€ od Ta rdvra’ 
T pias Tedeia, G000c10s, icodvvapos, iooxhens: Tarp, 
n TWavrwv Tov ayabar mryn, e€ od 6 Tids éyervyOn, é& ob 
70 TIvevpa 76 ayiov éxmopeverar’ Kata TO yeypap- 
peévov, pia Oedtyns & TpLaiv brooTdcec. yuwpito- 
pevn.—St. Athan. ap. Gall. tom. iii. p. 240. 

By his own words, xara 76 yeypappevor, St. Atha- 
nasius here tells us that he is copying Scripture. 
And the Scripture copied from, in his concluding 
words, is, self-evidently, 1 John v. 7, where alone the 
three-one doctrine is so stated. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


I would crown the preceding Patristic evidences 
by a wholly independent argument in proof that the 
entire context 1 John v, 6, 7, 8, 9, must have stood 
in the Greek New Testament MSS. of the Fathers 
precisely as it stands in our Textus Receptus. 
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This proof is supplied by the interpretation given 
by St. Athanasius, and the Fathers generally, to the 
eighth verse: an interpretation which renders direct 
connection between the sixth and eighth verses an 
impossibility ; and thereby proves that St. Athanasius 
and his brother interpreters had the seventh verse in 
their MSS. 

I give the Patristic comment in the words of St. 
Athanasius. 

Tovro kat Amdorohot paptupovow' eore 5€ Kai eri 
THS TOU OTavpov oikovopias oundew TO LeydpeEvor, 
ows 0 Kupuvos, 
™ pe mpoBoly Tov aiparos, thy BeBaiornta THs 

capKos éredeixvuto, 

Ty S€ mpoocbyKkyn Tov Vdaros THY axpavroyv Kabapd- 

Tyta édndov, Kai ott TOU Beov To copa, 
xpafas S€ Kai KA\ivas Tiy Kepadyy, Kat mapadods Td 

TveEevpa, TO Erwler Tov idtov cdpaTos, TouTéaTW THY 

Wuyny, €onpave—Op. tom. i. 630. 

Now, on this interpretation, there is obviously no 
connection whatever between the spirit spoken of in 
the eighth verse, and THE SpiRiT spoken of in the 
seventh: the one being Christ’s human spirit, and his 
last breath upon the Cross; the other, THE Hoty 
Spirit, here named by St. John ‘the Spirit of Truth.’ 
St. Athanasius, therefore, could not understand the 
sixth verse as having any connection with the eighth; 
but it must have connection with a sequel, and its 
only sequel was the seventh. I do not argue here 
for the soundness of his interpretation, although 
entirely concurring with it. All I maintain is, that 
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he, St. Athanasius, must have read the seventh verse 
in his Greek MSS., and its ‘ Holy Spirit.’!” _ 

To illustrate the unbroken continuity, and regular 
transmission of the doctrine of this text, in identical 
or approximate terms, some examples from later 
Greek Fathers will suffice. 

Thus St. Chrysostom has a (eral allusion to it, 
in his homily on St. John v. 31. rpets wapdywv 
paprupas tav Neyonévwy: ta epya Ta vm’ avrov ye- 
vopeva, Tov Ilarpos tv paptupiav, Tov Iwavvou 7d 
Knpvypa.—Op. viii. 237. 


17 Tabular view of the parallel contexts, St. Matt. xxvii. 50, St. 
John xix. 30, 34, 1 John v. 6, 8, and St. Athanasius ut supra. 


St. Matt. xxvii. 50. 1 John v. 6. 
‘O 8€ “Inaovc wader cpabag ovrdg €or 6 é\Owy 
quran peyady éc Udarog cal alparog, 
Apike TO rvevpa. "Inootc 6 Xprordg’ otk ev rE 
tdare pévor, GAN’ évy rp veare 
St. John xix. 30, 84. Kalrg alpars 
kat kAlvac rnv Kegadny, rap- 
édwxe TO wWvevpa. 1 John v. 8. 
adr’ ele ray orparwrey AoyxH Kai rpeic elacvy of paprupodvrec 
avrov év TH YN) 
rv wAevpay Evube, cat ebOuc e&- ro wvevpa, 
7nrAGey 
alua xai vdwp. kal ro bowp, kai ro al pa. 
St. Athanasus. 


Swe 3é 5 Kipwe ry pév xpoBody rov alparog, ray Befaloryra 
rij¢ capxog éwedelxvuro, rH Sé€ xpooOicy rov bdaroc, rv Gxpayroy 
xaBapérnra édijXov, «.7.X. epabacg dé caixArAlvac ry Keparhy, ro 
EowOer rov idlov owparog, rovréort, ray Wuxny, éoijpare. 


From this collation of St. Athanasius with the two Gospels and 
the Epistle, it is clear that he framed his interpretation eclecticall y 
from these three sources. 
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Again: tivos otv évexey Thy “Iwdvvov rapryayes ; 
Kaitos ovde 4 éxeivou avOpdov paptrupia yy 6 yap 
méepwas pe Bamrrilew év vdar., pnoiv, éxewds pow ele. 
@oTe Kat H Tov Iwawov paptupia Tov Beov pap- 
tupta yv.—id. tb. p. 238. 

And again: kat yap Tis ‘Iwdvvov dwvns avéuvnce, 
Kat THs paptupias Tov Beov, Kai tav sia TOV 
avrov.—id. 2b. p. 243. 

In this last sentence we have St. J ohn’ s three 
Heavenly Witnesses: inasmuch as the preceding 
passage shows that John Baptist’s witness was the 
witness of God—7 rov ‘Iwayvov paptrupia Tov Beod 
paptupia jv. 

Let us descend from the fourth to the sixth cen- 
tury, and we find only increasing marks of designed 
reference to the disputed verse: thus writes St. Ce- 
sarius, Bishop of Arles, a.p. 502. 

OUTE ai TpPELS VroOTATELS Els TOTAUTas dices 
Téuvovot THY pilav THS HedTHTOS ovciay, OvTE } pia 
ovaia els €v mpdcwmov Kat pilav vmdotacw our- 
edeihOn, Kai ouvaipeital THY TpioTopOY Kai TpLO- 
aévyvaov Kpyvnv THs BedryTos. 

has Tovey 6 Harnp, 
has 6 Tis, 
has TO Oetov Ivevpa’ 
GAN ot Tpets @v wrdpyovow das.°—St. Cas. 8p. 
Galland. tom. vi. p- 6. 
The THREE-ONE doctrine of the Godhead, as de- 


18 This is St. John v. 7, verbatim et literatim, of rpeic ey eioe. 
The substitution for elo: of txapxovew strengthens the note of 
quotation. It is Ceesarius’s reading of a text. 
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livered in this passage, is precisely that revealed, 
contra-distinctively, in 1 John vy. 7, only here in re- 
iterated terms. But this broad argument, palpable 
to every eye, is brought home to 1 John v. 7 bya 
single word, common to the two passages,—namely, 
St. John’s definition of God,—the term das. 

Of all the sacred writers of the New Testament, 
St. John alone defines God as Licut. The definition 
recurs seven times in his first Epistle. When, there- 
fore, we read in St. Ceesarius, at the close of a passage 
containing the whole substance of the unique seventh 
verse, GAN’ of Tpets Ev vrdpyovow das, his tacit quo- 
tation, in this passage, of the text of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses can be questioned by those only 
who do not choose to believe. | 

I would close with the remark that, not only is the 
definition of God as light peculiar to St. John, but 
that this definition is announced by the Apostle him- 
self to be the very subject and substance of his First 
Epistle. ‘Thzs, then, is the message which we have 
heard of Him, and declare unto you, that God IS 
LIGHT, and in Him is no darkness at all.’—1 John 
i. 5. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


St. Proclus, Archbishop of Constantinople. 


St. ProcLus was secretary to St. Chrysostom, and 
his successor in A.D. 434. Ina Panegyric upon St. 
John, in which he confines himself exclusively to his 
character and writings (all five of which he tells us 
he had before him as he wrote) St. Proclus has a 
passage which points so graphically to the text of the 
Heavenly Witnesses, as to admit of no other rational 
inference than that it is taken from it. For this 
Father makes St. John an eye-witness of the testi- 
mony of the three witnesses in heaven. He places 
him upon the scene described in 1 John v.7. He 
uses St. John’s own words, in picturing the glories 
which he saw. In a word, his language is such as 
nothing but the seventh verse could suggest or 
explain. Here is the passage. 


IA4E 170 IIvevpa 15 dywov ovv Iarpi Kai Tig mpoo- 
KUVvOUpLEvop * 

THY T prada & Movads do€alopenp, 

Kat €v Tpioww vroordcect Siaipoupevyp, 

Kat PvoE yw wevyy. 


St. Proclus, in this discourse, uscs avowedly and 
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exclusively St. John’s authority, and St. John’s 
authority alone. His statement, therefore, of the 
doctrine of the Trinity in Unity can be sought and 
found only in St. John’s writings. Now the doctrine 
is nowhere to be found in St. John’s writings similarly 
expressed, save in 1 John v.7. And there it does 
occur so exactly and so literally, that Proclus’s sentence 
is simply a paraphrase of the disputed verse. In 
brief, the catholic doctrine of the Trinity in Unity 
is laid down by St. John and by St. Proclus precisely 
in the same contra-distinctive terms: which contra- 
distinctive statement of it is nowhere beside to be met 
with throughout the New Testament. The inference 
seems inevitable and decisive: St. Proclus had before 
him the disputed verse. 

The verbal correspondences must not be over- 
looked. They are minute but significant. The ide 
of Proclus, is the etde of the Apocalypse, i. 2. His 
éJedoaro in a previous clause, is St. John’s feawd- 
peOa, 1 John i. 1. It is needless to point out the 
more obvious verbal agreements, all in unison with 
the one peculiar text of the three Heavenly Witnesses. 

But the picture of St. John beholding with mortal 
eye the glory of that Trinity in Unity, which is barely 
named only in the seventh verse, is a sublimity of 
conception which could have arisen only in one who 
had that all-inspiring text before him. The mind of 
man might enlarge, but could not originate, the 
wonderful idea of 1 John v. 7. The original idea 
transcends all human thought. 

The definition of the Godhead, 6 @cds das eon, I 
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have shown is peculiar to St. John’s First Epistle. 
This definition, I have noticed, is predicated by St. 
Ceesarius, separately, of each of the three Persons, so 
as clearly to mark that, in all he says of the Trinity, 
he follows St. John’s First Epistle. I pass now to a 
Patristic document of uncertain date, and by an 
uncertain author, of which St. John’s doctrine of the 
Trinity in Unity is the theme, and his definition of 
the Godhead, 6 @eds pas €or, is the text. The 
Homily to which I allude is published by Montfaucon 
and the previous editors, among the Spuria of St. 
Chrysostom. This ascription is made in strange 
nescience. For, though the author of the Homily, or 
rather Homilies, is unknown, the internal evidence 
demonstratively shows that St. Chrysostom had no 
concern with them. 

The homilist announces himself as an Ephesian 
priest, preaching in the chief church of Ephesus. His 
homily on the Trinity, it appears, was delivered in 
that church on St. John’s Day, and avowedly is an 
exposition of the doctrine as taught by that Apostle. 

Like Cesarius, he takes for his text, from St. 
John’s First Epistle,—‘God is Light.’ A definition 
found in no other part of the Bible in the same set 
_ terms. Whatever the date or whoever the author, 
this homily most certainly is not spurious, but a 
genuine relic of Christian antiquity. Thus much 
premised, we come at once to its contents. Its title 
runs: 

"Eyxapiov eis ayvov "Iwdwny tov Oedroyov 6 ayu- 
tatos 'Iwavvys, 6 Peddoyos, Kat diros Xpucrov. 
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Then follows the exordium, proving, that the dis- 
course was addressed to an Ephesian auditory, from 
the pulpit of the great church of Ephesus, on St. 
John’s Day; and that the text was taken from 
St. John’s First Epistle, the exordium of which had 
just been read to the congregation out of an ancient 
MS. Bible preserved in that church. 

7. *Iwdvvy (begins the preacher), dc’ éavrod pev 
TOUS TApETLONPOVTL pynpevdpeve, Ka Hyepay Se 
tots Edeo ious ovprrodirevdpeve,. . . oH MEpov piv 
6 aywratos ‘Iwdvvyns THs oixelas aperns Td Kaddos 
éxdaptre* airos yap nuty Kat vravéyvworat 
aotren aro Bacwicyns etxovos, THs BiBrou rs 
dpxatas éx\durwv tv olxeiay evodBeayv. dva- 
arrvewv oe Kat 

Tov Tept TOU dwTds Adyov. 
das 6 Harp, Pos 6 Tus, Pos 76 TIvedpa rd ayrov" 
has 6 Iarnp, éredyn Geds arnOivas: 

HOS 6 Tids, ered) ék Tov Ilatpos e&ddaprpe: 

has TO TIvetpa ro ayov, ered) éx Tov THarpos 

éxtropeverat,’ 
Kat dua Touro Beds GANA uVGs. 
6 Amdorohos paptupyaoes por Léywp, 
ott Beds Gas eore 

Kat tept Tov aytov IIvedparos &v Wadpots Gera, 

év TO hati cov opdpela as, 

TOUTEDTL, 

év TO Tig dyopeba 76 Tvedpa 70 ayuov. 


1 Note, here, the erroneous tenet of the Greek Church, which 
denies his procession from ‘the Father and the Son.’ 


psf 
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pas & Marnp, éredy 6 Geds adyOivds- 
pas & Tids, ered) éxeivou rod dwros adwavyacpa 
€oTL’ 
pas To TIvetpa 75 ayvov, 76 éx Tov Iatpos éxopevd- 
poevop. 
pevéra ovv tpi, adedgol, » wiotis Gppayns . . 
adyapraotos Tptas. 


S. Chrys. Op. tom. x. p. 771, ed. Bened. 


Remarks on the ‘ Encomium on St. John.’ 


1. This homily treats exclusively of St. John, and 
quotes once from his Gospel and once from his First 
Epistle (i. 5). 2. The First Epistle is the subject of 
his discourse. 3. The preacher states that he reads 
to his Ephesian hearers out of an anctent copy of that 
First Epistle. 4. His text is from it: ‘ The Apostle 
(he says) tells us that “God is Light.” ’ 5. From this 
text he deduces St. John’s doctrine of the Trinity, 
and concludes with the words aydpioros Tptas. This 
is 1 John v. 7, and can be nothing else: for it is St. 
John’s only use of the term zpets. 

That the definition ‘God is Light,’ is predicated of 
the triune Godhead, this Ephesian homilist subse- 
quently shows by applying the attribute das sepa- 
rately to each of the three Persons. But this triple 
application of the term is a matter-of-fact recognition 
of the disputed text; in which, and in which only, 
throughout the First Epistle, the three Divine Persons 
are named. It is only in fact as a tacit appeal to the 
seventh verse, that the triple ascription of St. John’s 
gos has any sense. 
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I come now to a verbal point of great significance, 
as marking how closely this panegyrist is following 
St. John, and that his phrase dyw#piorros Tpuis has 
special reference to the seventh verse. The whole 
sentence stands thus :— 

pevéro, ddedgol, 7 TiatTis appayns, % axwpicrTos 
Tptas. 

I pause upon the first word of the sentence before 
us. éve, in the sense of abiding in the faith, is pre- 
eminently St. John’s expression, and nearly peculiar 
to him. It occurs twenty-one times in this sense in 
his First Epistle. When, therefore, his panegyrist uses 
it of the highest exercise of faith—faith in the 
Trinity in Unity—and exhorts his hearers thus: 
‘Let abide in us the infrangible faith of the in- 
divisible Trinity,’—how can we rationally escape 
the conclusion that his pevérw is taken from St. John’s 
First Epistle, and that his ay#pioros Tpias has direct 
reference to 1 John v. 7? Were the subject of the 
homily a general one, the case would be very dif- 
ferent. But where St. John is the sole theme, his 
Gospel and First Epistle the only New Testament 
Scriptures cited,—and the definition of the Trinity in 
Unity is nowhere similarly expressed throughout St. 
John’s writings,—I see no way of escape from the con- 
clusion that the reference here is to 1 John v. 7. 

But the proof of the sentence having reference 
to 1 John v. 7, is remarkably strengthened by its 
context. The panegyrist proceeds to quote the 
Book of Ecclesiastes ; and makes it manifest by his 
quotation that, in the preceding context, he referred 

H 2 


100 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


tol John v. 7. It is a fresh proof of the importance 
of verbal criticism ; for here, again, the proof turns 
upon a single word. 

pevéra ovv Hw, adeddpot, 7 wiotis appayns, 7 
dxwpiotos Tpids* Kat yap 6 paxdpios Fohopay dAéyes, 
Oru TO Ev-rpitrov omaptiov ov Suappayjoeras’? 6 yap 
Beds ayialer, puwriler, Cworore, edevOepor, Kai ra 
melova TovTwy: Kat 6 Tids woavTws' TayTa yap coe 
6 Harjp mot: wat 7d Hvedpa 7d dywov acavrws 
ayiale, pwriler, Cwomoel, édevbepor. 

None can deny that the subject of this passage is 
the doctrine of the Trinity. The only question is 
how to bring it home tol John y. 7. It is brought 
home by a single word in the quotation from Ecclesi- 
astes—the word é€v-rpirov, ‘three-one.’ For our 
Ephesian homilist explicitly applies this word to the 
three Divine Persons. Its literal sense is the only sense 
for his object— a three-one cord is not easily broken,’ 
and (the Trinity in Unity being here his undoubted 
theme) his application to it of Solomon’s €v-rpirop, 
‘three-one,’ belongs to St. John’s xal odrou of rpets 


€v eiot, and can belong to no other text in the whole 
Bible. 


2 The dppayjc of the panegyrist in the preceding context, an 
epithet specially applied by him to faith in the Trinity,  wiorte 
dppayic, is evidently suggested by the dcappayhoerac of the text 
from Ecclesiastes, and used to prepare the way for his coming 
quotation. His phrase, ‘ the infrangible faith,’ he thereby identifies 
with ‘the infrangible three-one cord’ of Solomon; and, as his 
homily is grounded exclusively on St. John’s First Epistle, the proof 
becomes the more patent, that the gy-rpiroy oxapriov of Ecclesiastes 
is here simply substituted for the otro: of rpeic Ev eiot of St. John, 
and is therefore a virtual quotation of the seventh verse. 


Origin and Date of the ‘Encomium.’ 1ot 


I will only say that had a special Providence 
directed ‘ the Seventy’ in their rendering of the rep 
of Solomon (Eccles. iv. 12) by the Greek compound 
€v-tpirov, they could not more effectually have 
fixed our Ephesian eulogist’s reference to 1 John v. 7. 

But there was a like spiritual sense and application 
in the original Hebrew. For we learn from Castell 
that the root ew, whence eben, was understood by 
the ancient Jews of the Trinity : 

wmbw, Trinitas. Hanc in Divinis Personis agnoscunt 
prisci Judzi. 

It is impossible to overrate the felicity of the above 
quotation. St. John’s xai otros of tpets ev eion, the 
év-t pirov gives most happily in one word. 


POSTSCRIPT. 
ORIGIN AND DATE OF THE ‘ ENCOMIUM ON ST. JOHN.’ 


How this piece and its sequel came to be ascribed 
to St. Chrysostom, and classed among his ‘ Spuria,’ 
seems strangely unaccountable. For the writer or 
homilist proclaims himself an Ephesian, a citizen and 
presbyter of Ephesus,—a city with which St. Chry- 
sostom had no connection, in his distant home of 
Antioch or Constantinople. 

It is of course impossible to determine, were it 
worth while, the authorship of these brief and inarti- 
ficial effusions, which were evidently written by some 
humble presbyter in the routine of his ordinary 
Church duties. We may however approximately 
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infer their date from the fact that Ephesus, at the 
period of their delivery in its great church, was still 
a flourishing and independent city, with its Apostolic 
Church, its duly-ordered services, and ts ancient 
service-books. This fact alone places the date cer- 
tainly prior to the Mahometan invasion, and some- 
where in the period of the great Councils of Ephesus: 
probably not later than the fifth, possibly as early as 
the third or fourth centuries. At any of these dates, 
the witness to St. John’s First Epistle, and the clear 
reference to 1 John v. 7, are of great value. For St. 
John alone has recorded the three-one mystery of the 
Godhead, and 1 John v. 7 is the only Scripture in 
which the term tpets—whence rpids—as applied to 
the Godhead, is found. St. John’s rpets, therefore, is 
the rpuas of the Ephesian homilist. 

From internal marks, however, I suspect that these 
brief and simple discourses belong to a very early 
day. The mention of the ancient church Bible, 
containing St. John’s First Epistle, reads as though 
the manuscript was one of high antiquity. At least a 
very early transcript. Not impossibly an autograph 
original. Why might not St. John’s MS. original be 
preserved in his own church at Ephesus for 300, or 
400, or 500 years? 

The three homilies now under consideration appear 
to have been delivered in the great church of Ephesus, 
dedicated to St. John, upon St. John’s Day. This is 
manifest of the first of them from its exordium: 
uvexdderay jhyas, dyarytol, émi 7d abrd, 6 aywraros 
‘Iwavvns, 6 Oeoddyos Kai diros Xpiorov. The first 
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two relate exclusively to St. John, and mainly to his 
First Epistle. The third states categorically that it 
was preached two days after Christmas Day, i.e. on 
St. John’s Day. This circumstance throws most 
interesting light upon the subject chosen by the 
preacher in his first homily. His subject (as I have 
already noticed) is, ‘God is Light.’ This text is 
1 John i. 5: dvanrrigwpe S€ kal Tov Tepi Tov PwTos 
Xdyov. The preacher employs this text to unfold 
the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, as delivered in 
the First Epistle, and specially as it stands ex- 
pressed in the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses. 
This he does, for so short a discourse, very fully, and 
very well. But why take for his text, from the 
opening of the Epistle, the words ‘God is Light,’ 
when many other verses bore more directly on his 
subject? This was a question sure to be raised ; and 
which I felt required an answer. The thought 
occurred to me that it might be because this verse 
was in the Epistle for St. John’s Day. On reference 
to our own Prayer-Book, formed on the ancient 
Liturgies, I found that it was even so. For this text 
is in our Epistle for St. John’s Day. It follows that 
our Epistle was the Epistle for St. John’s Day from 
primitive times. This is the answer to the sceptic 
who asks, Why did this Ephesian preacher take an 
oblique text, instead of that of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses, had it then existed? Simply because he 
preached, as our preachers would do now, from ‘the 
portion of Scripture appointed for the Epistle for 
St. John’s Day.’ He kept to his Service-book. His 
text, 1 John i, 5, gave him free scope to treat on 
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St. John’s doctrine of the Trinity, and to bring in 
allusively, as the manner of the ancients was, the 
text of the three Heavenly Witnesses. He has done 
both excellently well. 

Besides those already adverted to, I notice other 
internal marks, which seem to favour the idea of 
these three brief and simple homilies being of a very 
early date, long prior to St. Chrysostom. Thus the 
appeal to the Ephesians, as a tradition still fresh in 
their minds, upon the downfall of ‘ the great goddess 
Diana’ before the ministry and miracles of St. John, 
savours, apparently, of comparative nearness to the 
catastrophe and triumph. The great event, more- 
over, is dwelt on with an earnestness of repetition 
unlikely and unnatural had many ages interposed. 
The ruined temple, and the fallen idol, are pictured 
with a vividness which gives life and reality to the 
scene. Would this be likely, or effective, after the 
lapse of some hundred years? The appeal sounds as 
if made to a generation sufficiently near the event 
to be affected and moved by the allusions, addressed 
to them, we must remember, probably from St. John’s 
own pulpit, certainly in St. John’s own church. 
The associations here would be thrilling to all. 

Another mark is scarcely less worthy of notice, as 
also bearing on an carly date. Apollonius, as we 
learn from Tillemont, mentions the tradition of a 
dead man restored to life by St. John at Ephesus. 
It does not appear that Apollonius knew more of the 
alleged miracle than as a vague tradition. But the 
‘Encomium on St. John’ preserves the particulars. 
It tells us that the dead man was a priest of Diana, 
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who repelled the teaching, and hindered the ministry, 
of the beloved Apostle. It informs us that this idol- 
atrous priest was killed by the fall of a column of the 
heathen temple. It goes on to state that the dead 
man was borne from Diana’s temple to the threshold 
of St. John’s house: that the holy Apostle’s aid was 
invoked to restore the dead to life: that he complied 
with the people’s entreaties : and that the idolatrous 
priestly persecutor rose from the bed of death a 
convert and a Christian ! 

Now it matters not for our present object whether 
the miracle in question was a fact or a fiction. 
Enough that it is alluded to by the preacher as a 
tradition with which his Ephesian hearers were so 
familiar, as so fresh in their minds, that a bare 
allusion to the particulars sufficed to recall them. 
This manner of introduction seems wholly incom- 
patible with the idea of reference to an event of long 
gone-by centuries, but is perfectly consistent with the 
idea of the congregation appealed to knowing the 
story, because the occurrence of the alleged miracle 
lay very near their own times. In proof of this, 
mark how incidentally the preacher touches the story 
as one familiar to his whole congregation : 

"Iwavvns Tov vir Tov Kiovos povevberra. iepéa Cworrory- 
oas ev Xpiot@ avéeornoe. & Tov Oavpatos: arvdos 
NLOwos tov io ddrHov EOavdtworev iepéa, dv Sua THS KapiToOS 
eLaveotnoe 6 Iwavyvys. apavres yap avrod, dyot, 7d 
copa, Baotalovres yveyxay, Oévres pds THY Ovpay Tov 
"Iwdvvov: Kat dv obk nOede Cav Oewpnoat, TovTOY azro- 
Oavav émelynrer, Cwnv Kat miotrw airovpevos.—ap. St. 


Chrys. Op. tom. x. p. 773. 
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CHAPTER IX. 
n Tpwds. 


Tae ecclesiastical term 7 Tpvds, so familiar to the 
ancients, has never received the consideration to 
which it is pre-eminently entitled, as a witness to the 
authenticity of 1 John v. 7. In the conduct of the 
long controversy upon this disputed text, the term 7 
Tpwas has been let pass sub silentio, as if a chance 
expression of the Fathers. No notice has been taken 
hitherto of its great peculiarity ; and no attempt has 
been yet made to trace it up to its source. Upon the 
date and origin, however, of this Patristic expression 
turns a proof of no slight moment in support of the 
genuineness of the seventh verse. For if the technical 
term 7 Tpuas can be traced up to a very high 
antiquity, and traced down through an unbroken 
succession of independent Church authorities, it 
follews that it must have originated in a common 
source, and that only source the Scriptures. . 

Following in the steps of my late venerated friend 
Dr. Routh (clarum et venerabile nomen!) I shall 
now lay before my readers the names and dates of 
Fathers who use this term, leaving them to draw 
their own inferences. 
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A.D. 
1. Theophilus of Antioch . 158-9. 
2. Ireneus ; . 175-80. 
3. Clemens Alexandrinus. 190-200. 
4. Tertullian . . 180-220. 
5. Cyprian. ; . 246-259. 
6. Euchratius episcop. . 256. 
7. Dionysius Alexandr. . 231-251. 
8. Dionysius Roman. . 259. 
9. Council of Arles . . 814. 


Through a succession of authorities, between the 
middle of the second and the beginning of the fourth 
century, the technical Church term % Tpuds is thus his- 
torically traceable to within less than seventy years of 
the date of St. John’s First Epistle, i.e. of that of the 
three Heavenly Witnesses. The assumption that so 
very peculiar a designation as 7 Tpras, applied as the 
awful Title of the Godhead, could have arisen in the 
primitive Church without authority or precedent, 1s, 
at once, too monstrous and too absurd to leave room 
for serious confutation. The derivation, on the other 
hand, of ra tpia, and % Tpus, from the of tpeis of 
1 John v. 7, is so natural and obvious etymologically ; 
so self-suggestive and self-interpretative theologically ; 
and so imperatively demanded by the nature and 
necessity of the case, which tell that no authority but 
that of God’s own Word could originate the awful 
Title of the Godhead,—that these considerations alone 
morally force upon us the conclusion that the 7 
Tpwas of the primitive and Universal Church is the ot 
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tpecs Of 1 John v. 7, transmuted simply into the 
substantive form. . 

But the conclusion thus reasonably arrived at will 
become doubly sure, if it can be shown that both the 
phrases in question, 7 Tptas and ot tpets, were used 
together indifferently by the ancient Fathers, when 
treating on the Trinity. In proof that this was so, 
take the following exemplification from Dionysius 
Romanus. ei tg Tpets elvar ras vrootaces, penepio- 
peas elvar Aéyovas, Tpets eios, Kay 7) OAwow, THY 
Ociay Tpidda travredas avedérwoay.—Dionys. Rom. 
ap. Routh, Relig. Sacr. tom. iii. p. 397. 

Here (A.D. 259) we find both terms in the same short 
sentence, and, by an easy transition, the Scriptural 
tpets (1 John v. 7) melting into the Patristic Tpuds. 

But in the very nature of the case there arises 
ample proof that the denomination Tpuds, or 4 Tpuas, 
did not originate from any individual Fathers. For 
we find it (as we have just seen) in use in the 
Church from the earliest times, and by many wholly 
independent writers, as the received title for the 
Godhead. St. Theophilus at Antioch, St. Dionysius at 
Rome, St. Clemens and a second Dionysius at Alex- 
andria, Tertullian and St. Cyprian in Africa, all unite 
in the use of the one received denomination. Whence 
could their unity of phrase have arisen upon a point 
so solemn and important? I answer, Only from a 
prior common authority to which all alike yielded 
willing obedience and assent. This supreme authority 
was, for it could only have been, the Catholic and 
Apostolic Church. The term  Tpuds, we may rest 
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assured, was originally introduced and established by 
Church authority in Councils and Canons, though no 
longer extant, close to the Apostolic times. This un- 
avoidable and self-evident inference brings us up to 
the very date almost of St. John’s First Epistle, and 
by necessary consequence to the pets, or of rpets, of 
1 John v. 7. With the evidences here before us, I 
unhesitatingly repeat, that the origin of the phrase 7 
Tpras will admit of no lower date, and can in no other 
way be rationally accounted for. In a word, the fact 
and the manner of its introduction in the writings of 
those early Fathers unite to demonstrate that 7 Tpras 
was the received title of the Godhead, long ere 
Theophilus and his fellows recorded it in their works. 
In forming his own judgment, the reader will do well 
always to keep in mind that from fifty to sixty years 
only is the narrow space which separates St. Theophilus 
from St. John, and that barely seventy years intervene 
between the occurrence of the denomination ot rpeis 
(its sole New Testament occurrence) in 1 John v. 7, 
and the appearance of the title 7 Tpuis in the pages 
of this Bishop of Antioch,® 

The following points, it is conceived, have now 
been conclusively established :— 

First: That the Fathers of the first three centuries 
took the doctrine of the Godhead exclusively from 
the Holy Scriptures. 

3 ‘They contain little relative to the direct doctrines of the Christian 
religion, which did not belong to his immediate subject; but it is 
remarkable that they afford the earliest example of the use of the 


word Trinity, applied by the Author to the three Persons of the 
Godhead.’—Aikin, Biographical Dictionary, art. ‘ Theophilus.’ 
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Secondly: That the Patristic title for the Godhead, 
% Tpvas, could have had its origin, consequently, only 
from direct Scriptural authorization. 

Thirdly: That 4 Tprds is found in the ante-Nicene 
Fathers as the received title of the Godhead, back to 
so early a period as within seventy years of the date 
of St. John’s First Epistle, and consequently must 
have had a still earlier existence in the Church: an 
inevitable inference which brings this title close to 
the Apostolic age. 

Lastly: That, if derived from Scripture, as all the 
foregoing evidences unite to prove, the only text 
from which it could have been taken is 1 John v. 7: 
where ot rpeis gives in the adjectival form the sub- 
stantive title 7 Tpras. 


St. Cyprian and Tertullian versus Porson. 


The establishment of the above historical facts 
is tantamount to the establishment of the plenary 
authority of the well-known passages from Tertullian 
and St. Cyprian as tacit quotations of the disputed 
verse. This point has been sophistically disputed 
with great urgency by Porson (a clear proof how 
keenly he felt its importance); but his sophistries 
(always patent to impartial judgments) stand here 
exposed by the clear counter-evidence of facts of 
Church history.* I shall only add in this place, that 


‘ Porson, like his prototype P. Simon, in the Jesuitical attempt 
to negative the passages from Tertullian and Cyprian as references 
to the seventh verse, by understanding them of the eighth, rests his 
argument solely on the authority of Facundus, But he took care 
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the witness of Tertullian and Cyprian is followed and 
sustained in the Latin Church by that of St. Jerome; 
whose adoption of the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses in the Vulgate carries in it more weight 


to conceal from his readers that Ittigius had previously and crushingly 
exposed the false allegations of Simon; an exposure which tells 
with aggravated force against the learned Professor himself. ‘ Fal- 
sum esse constat quod in Critica Novi Testamenti Simonius asserit, 
inter Patres ante Victorem Vitensem et Fulgentium, neminem 
fuisse, qui hoc dicto Johanneo usus fuerit. Equidem Simonius ad 
Cypriani locum excipit, quod Cyprianus, cum ait de Patre et Filio et 
Spiritu Sancto scriptum est: hi tres unum sunt, non respicere ad 
v. 7 c. 5, epist. Johanne, sed ad v. 8, ubi Johannes spiritum, aquam 
et sanguinem in unum esse dicit. Putat enim Simonius, Cyprianum 
per spiritum, Deum Patrem, per aquam, Spiritum Sanctum, et per 
sanguinem, Filium intellexisse. Et hanc Cypriani sententiam esse 
probat ex Facundo Hermanienasi, qui libro 1,c. 8, pro defensione trium 
Capitulorum, expressis verbis, hanc Cypriano sententiam assignat. 
Cum enim verba Johannis ita allegasset: Tres sunt qui testimonium 
dant in terra, spiritus, aqua, et sanguis, et hi tres unum sunt, addit, 
Johannem per spiritum denotare Patrem, quia Christus dixerit 
Joh. 4, v. 21: Adorabunt Patrem in spiritu et veritate. Spiritus est 
Deus, et qui adorant eum, eos in spiritu et veritate adorare oportet : 
in aqué verd Spiritum 8. significari, juxta Joh. vii. 87, 38, 39: 
per sanguinem autem, Filium designari, qui carni nostre et san- 
guini communicavit. Et postea dicit, sic Cyprianum hoc dictum 
intellexisse, cum scripsit: de Patre, Filio, et Spiritu S. dictum 
est, hi tres unum sunt. Verim unde Facundus id probare poterit, 
Cypriani verba non ad v. 7, sed ad v. 8 respicere, qui tamen expresse 
dicit, de Patre, Filio, et Spiritu S. scriptum est: non, de spiritu, aqua, 
et sanguine ? Videtur ergo Facundus ejusmodi exemplar habuisse, 
in quo testimonium illud de Tribus in celo testibus desideratum 
fuit. Cum autem legeret apud Cyprianum de Patre, Filio, et 
Spiritu S. scriptum est, hi tres unum sunt, in eam sententiam facile 
prolabi potuit, quod Cypriano in mentem non venit: cum alias, si 
versum octavum respexisset, dictum potius fuisset: de Patre, Spiritu, 
et Filio, scriptum est, hi tres unum sunt, quia, aqua sanguint apud 
Johannem preponitur. Accedit, quod Cyprianus in dicto loco, uni- 
tatem, de divina firmitate venientem, ccelestibus sacramentis coherere 
dicat, adeoque in sequentibus demum verbis ad v. 8 respiciat. 
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than the most formal quotation. This point has been 
unaccountably overlooked in the controversy; inso- 
much that one of the latest writers on it, Dr. Adam 
Clarke, sets down Jerome among those to whom the 
text was unknown! On the contrary, by his silent 
publication of it in the Vulgate, this most learned of 
the Fathers not only puts his sign-manual to its 
authenticity, but gives the clearest proof that down 
to his time the genuineness of this text had never 
been disputed or questioned. 


Falsissimum autem est, quod addit Simonius, Patres Johannis 
dictum de spiritu, aqua, et sanguine, de mysterio Trinitatis commu- 
niter interpretari. Nam, ante Facundum, viz ullus adduci poterit, et 
forte etiam nullus post Facundum, qui sic interpretatus est. Aliter 
longé Patres illum locum explicarunt, ut videre licet apud Dorsch. 
‘¢ Diss. de spiritu, aqua, et sanguine,” Th. xi.’—Jttigius de Heresi- 
archis, cap. xvi. pp. 232, 233. Lips. mpcctti. 

We have only to transfer this censure from Simon to Porson, and, 
veiling its learned courtesies under their classic garb, to repeat, 
Falsum esse constat quod Porsonus asserit. Falsissimum autem est 
guod addit. 
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CHAPTER X. 


The Greek MSS. 


THE negative evidence of the existing Greek MSS. 
against the controverted text, has naturally much 
perplexed its defenders, and has been vociferously 
appealed to by all its assailants. Its omission in all 
extant MSS. of the Greek Testament which contain 
the Catholic Epistles, with the exception of some two 
or three, or as the adversaries contend of one MS. 
only, and this of comparatively recent date,—could 
not but awaken surprise, and has been, in point of 
fact, the mainspring of the whole controversy. To 
this branch of the evidence we now at length arrive. 


Objection 2._1 John v. 7 omitted in all extant 
Greek MSS. but one. 


A candid re-examination of the nature, the amount, 
and the value of this evidence, is or ought to be 
open to every real inquirer; and certainly should be 
conceded to any who have dedicated years of thought 
and study toso important a subject. Without further 
preface or apology I address myself to the reconsider- 
ation of the arguments from the Greek MSS. By 
the line of proof already advanced in these pages in 
vindication of the disputed verse, the authority of the 

I 
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Greek MSS. has at least been reduced within more 
reasonable limits. It is no longer supreme. For a 
prior, and (as I hold) a superior, line of proof in- 
tervenes between the extant MSS. and the autograph 
text of the Epistle. Allowing all due weight to the 
evidence of existing MSS., they cannot annul the 
earlier and independent evidences already adduced in 
the present work. Be the authority of the extant 
Greek MSS. what it may, it cannot affect the prior 
argument arising from the language of the early 
Fathers, from their solemn declarations of strictest 
adhesion to Scripture upon the doctrine of the God- 
head, and from the almost Apostolic date of the terms 
7a tpia and 7 Tptas, employed by them to designate 
the Persons of the Godhead. The two arguments, in 
a word, are wholly distinct and independent. 

The number of extant Greek MSS. has been broadly 
computed by the adversaries at about 115. Of these 
they state that 113 omit the disputed text, while 3 
only, or 2, or 1, out of the whole number, retain it. 
This mode of computation, however, is unfair, as it 
includes the MSS., and they are not a few, which do 
not contain the Catholic Epistles. Deducting these, 
the omitting MSS. do not exceed 70, or, at the 
outside, 80.° The point is not of moment. I notice 
it only to show the animus of the parties who stoop to 


5 I subjoin to the above statement of the amount of MSS. which 
omit the seventh verse, the following additions kindly supplied me 
by my very learned friend, the Rev. F. H. Scrivener, Rector of 
Gerrans, Cornwall. 

‘ To the list of Greek MSS. omitting 1 John v. 7, 8, you must of 
course now add Codex Sinaiticus, and (on my authority as their 
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such artsof controversy. Seventy or eighty MSS. would 
have been more than enough for their argument. 

But the antiquity of the most ancient of these MSS. 
is matter of far greater importance than their number. 
Upon this head Michaélis has pronounced a judgment 
to which I entirely defer: ‘No manuscript now 
extant is prior to the sixth century.’ This opinion 
he repeats elsewhere in his Introduction, showing 
thereby that it was his settled conviction. He 
subjoins, moreover, a remark which bears strongly 
upon the point of MS. omissions generally, and which 
may be specially applied to the case of the omission 
here immediately in question, namely, that of 1 
John v. 7. 

‘No manuscript now extant is prior to the sixth 
century ; and, what is to be lamented, various readings, 
which, as appears from the quotations of the Fathers, 
were in the text of the Greek Testament, are to be 
found in none of the manuscripts which are at present 
remaining. He instances in proof a various reading 
preserved by St. Jerome, added after the 14th verse 
of St. Mark xvi., and quite as long as the disputed 
seventh verse: a passage of which Jerome says, 
‘in quibusdam exemplaribus, et maxime in Grecis 
codicibus, juxta Marcum in fine ejus Evangelii scri- 
bitur.’ Now this is an admission of the gravest 
weight as regards the omission, im the very same 
collator) Wake 12, Wake 34, Christ Church, Oxon; besides those 
12 named in Cod. Augiensis, p. 466.’ 

In proof of the inherent liability to all such MS. omissions, it is 
remarkable, that those in Mr. Scrivener’s list of addenda, omit 


equally the disputed seventh, and the undisputed eighth verse. 
12 
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manuscripts, of 1 John v. 7. For if other passages 
be equally missing in all the extant Greek MSS., the 
argument against the seventh verse,® from its omission 
in nearly all those manuscripts, self-evidently falls to 
the ground. 

It matters not for our point whether the various 
reading in St. Mark preserved by St. Jerome be (as 
Michaélis assumes) an interpolation from the Latin. 
Enough that it existed anciently in many Greek 
manuscripts, and that it is not forthcoming in any of 
the 115 manuscripts now remaining. 

The sixth century being the earliest admissible 
date of the oldest of our existing Greek manuscripts, 
the old argument from the occurrence of the seventh 
verse in so many Latin manuscripts of far higher 
antiquity, and from tacit quotations, or verbal 
references, in Fathers of the first four centuries, has 
a force that no arts of controversy can weaken. The 
argument may be slighted but stands unanswered. 
We might admit the oldest extant Greek manuscripts 
to be of the fifth, or even of the fourth century, 
without materially affecting this argument, as there is 
Latin manuscript evidence, and Patristic evidence, for 
the genuineness of the seventh verse, of still earlier 

§ In exposure of the nullity of this hackneyed argument from the 
extant MSS., I must repeat the judgment pronounced by Michaélis 
himself as to its utter unreliableness: ‘One hundred MSS. of a 
book so ancient as the New Testament, is a very small number in 
comparison with the thousands, and tens of thousands, which are lost : 
here then it is possible, and often highly probable, that the true 
reading 13 preserved in only one of the MSS. that are now extant, 


and not impossible that it is contained in none.’—Michaélis, Introd. 
New Test. vol. 1. p. 261. 
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date. To rest it upon our existing Greek manuscripts 
is therefore to beg the question.’ 

But the noun of multitude, as applicable to the 
extant Greek manuscripts, becomes sadly reduced, 
when we come to the consideration of their real value. 
By Michaélis’s own confession, many of the 115 extant 
MSS. are little or nothing worth; many good ones 
are comparatively modern; and the whole of them 
are reducible to four original sources, the four most 
ancient manuscripts. This last conclusion, however, 
is subject to qualification, as some of the 115 MSS. 
may be copies from older MSS. than any now extant. 
But, here, all is mere conjecture, at best little more. 


7 Bengel has stated the case excellently: ‘Summa eorum que 
diximus, hec est. Greci codices, in quibus Epistole Ioannee, 
habentur, nec tam multi sunt, neo tam antiqui, ut versui de tribus 
in celo testantibus, quippe cujus plane singularis est ratio, debeant 
officere. Latino is nititur interprete, solo propemodo, sed vetus- 
tissimo et sincerissimo ; quem continuo sequuntur plurimi perpetua 
seculorum serie Patres, in Africa, [lispania, Gallia, Italia, cum 
provocatione ad Arianorum consentientem lectionem. Ipse denique 
contextus hunc versum tanquam centrum et summam Epistole 
comprobat.’—Gnomon Novi Testamenti, tom. iii. p. 1245, 
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CHAPTER XI. 
Codex Montfortianus. 


As this manuscript, now in the library of Trinity 
College, Dublin, is the sole acknowledged Greek MS. 
authority for the text of the three Heavenly Wit- 
nesses, the question of its date and character is ob- 
viously one of the very highest importance. The 
importance in the controversy of this solitary wit- 
ness may best be measured by the violent, I might 
say the furious efforts, made by the adversaries of 
that text to destroy its credit. As highest in name, 
and foremost among the assailants, I shall here notice 
two only, Michaélis and Porson. ‘Michaélis (says 
Dr. Adam Clarke) roundly asserts that this MS. was 
written after the year 1500.’ Professor Porson, 
advancing upon this assertion, maintains that this 
MS. dates about 1522, and that the seventh verse 
was ‘interpolated, for the purpose of deceiving 
Erasmus.’ As charges of fraud and falsification are 
the learned Professor’s constant resource in diffi- 
culties, this monstrous allegation can occasion no 
surprise. But it demands examination. 

The fairest mode of testing it will be to call in an 
impartial judge. Such is Dr. Adam Clarke: a non- 
believer in the text, but an honest reasoner, and one 
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profoundly versed in the technical study of ancient 
MSS. and the evidence of their handwritings. 

Here is his judgment upon the date assigned by 
Michaélis and Porson: ‘The manuscript is more 
likely to have been the production of the thirteenth, 
than of either the eleventh or the fifteenth century.’ 
— Succession of Sacred Literature, p. 88-92. 

In his ‘Commentary on the Bible,’ Dr. Clarke 
enters more fully into the question. ‘ Michaélis 
roundly asserts, vol. iv. page 417 of his Introductory 
Lectures, that this MS. was written after the year 
1500. This, I scruple not to affirm, is a perfectly 
unguarded assertion, and what no man can prove. 
In 1790 I examined this MS. myself; and thought it 
to be comparatively modern, yet I had no doubt that 
it existed before the invention of printing, and was 
never written with an intention to deceive. ... It 
contains many various readings which exist In no 
other MS. yet discovered. . . . On the evidence of 
its date Mr. Martin of Utrecht supposed the Dublin 
manuscript to be as old as the eleventh century ; and 
on the same evidence, Dr. Marsh argues “that it is at 
least as modern as the fifteenth.” Both these judg- 
ments are too hastily formed ; medio tutissimus bis 
is the best counsel in such a case ; the manuscript is 
more likely to have been a production of the thir- 
teenth than of either the eleventh or fifteenth. The 
former date is as much too high as the latter is too low; 
the zeal of the critics for and against this controverted 
text, having carried them, in my opinion, much too far 
on either side. In comparing the writing of the 
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Codex Montfortii, with the different specimens given 
by Montfaucon in the Paleographia Graca, it appears 
to approach nearest to that on p. 320, No. 4, which 
was taken from one of the Colbert manuscripts (No. 
845), written in the year of our Lord 1272, which I 
am led to think may be nearly about the date of the 
Codex Montfortii.’!—Observations on the Tect of the 
three Divine Witnesses. 

Neither Michaélis nor Porson ever saw the Codex 
Montfortianus, which both yet dogmatically pronounce 
to be a MS. of the sixteenth century. Dr. Adam 
Clarke (a professed student of ancient MSS., and 
judge of ancient handwritings) twice visited Dublin 
for the express purpose of examining and analyzing 
this now famous MS. with a view to the ascertainment 
of its date. He decides for the thirteenth century. 


1 Porson somewhere says, that if any one will show him two 
MSS. 500 years old containing the verse, he will admit its authen- 
ticity to be probable. Now one such MS. we possess in the 
Montfort Codex. For the learned Professor’s attempt to make it 
later than the invention of printing, so low as the sixteenth century, 
and written for the purpose of deceiving Erasmus, is now utterly 
exploded. The fact of its having been collated, annotated, and 
excerpted by Ussher, and by Charke before him, demonstrates that 
in the seventeenth century it was a MS. of respectable antiquity, 
since it would be a libel on those great scholars to suppose that 
they could be imposed on by a recent fabrication. And the date 
circ. 1270, assigned to it by Dr. Adam Clarke on the evidence of 
the handwriting, is so fairly probable, that few but controversialists 
will. doubt it. On the whole, therefore, Porson’s assault having 
completely broken down; and this MS. being obviously of good 
antiquity when cmployed by Ussher in the London Polyglot; 
there is nothing against accepting Dr. A. Clarke’s date; which gives 
an antiquity of 600 years, and so far meets Mr. Porson’s own test 
of the probable authenticity of the seventh verse. 
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The reader will choose between thus differently qua- 
lified judgments. His choice here lies between the 
presumptuous dogmas of ignorance, and the patient 
deductions of knowledge. 

Wetstein describes the Codex Montfortianus as 
‘a latinizing manuscript.’ And Michaélis asserts 
that ‘the passage in question, 1 John v. 7, without 
inquiring whether it be genuine or not, affords the 
very strongest proof of Wetstein’s assertion; for, in 
the Cod. Mont., it not only differs from the usual 
text, but is written in such Greek as manifestly 
betrays a translation from the Latin.’ His main proof 
of this charge is, that, in the seventh verse, this MS. 
reads anp, Noyos, Kai mva aytov, instead of o mnp, 
o Noyos, Kat To mva ayiov. Upon which the learned 
Professor thus comments: ‘Here the article is 
omitted before the words expressive of Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, because there 1s no article in the 
Latin, and it occurred not to the translator that the 
usual Greek was 0 rarnp, o doyos, To mvevpa.’® 

Whatever ‘occurred not to the translator,’ it cer- 
tainly occurred not to his critic to look on into the 
eighth verse, the genuineness of which never has 
been questioned, but where he would have found his 
most unlucky proof of ‘latinizing translation’ repeated, 
in similar omission of the article, the MS. reading 


2 This wretched sophistry is scarcely worth exposure. St. Atha- 
nasius, (Op. tom. i. p. 413,) in citing St. Matthew xxvin. 19, has 
made precisely the same omissions of the article: GamrriZere ei¢ ro 
dvopa [larpoc, cal Yiov, cat ayiov Ivetparoc. ‘So much for 


Buckingham.’ 
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mia, bowp, Kai afua instead of to mia, To vdwp, Kai 
toatua. According to Michaélis, therefore, the eighth 
verse, as well as the seventh, is @ translation from the 
Latin! Surely well may we exclaim, Quandoque 
bonus dormitat Homerus ! and well might the learned 
world dispense with such-like censors of MSS., were 
all their detections of ‘translation from the Latin’ 
such blundering flounders as this! 

From this crushing disproof of its being ‘a lati- 
nizing manuscript,’ we pass to the general character 
of the document itself. The Codex Montfortianus is 
remarkable for one most uncommon feature, namely, 
‘a very great number of readings which are peculiar 
to itself.’ One might have thought that this would 
be an argument of great weight in proof of its inde- 
pendence, and, in so far, for its authority, as deriving, 
through intermediate channels now unknown, from 
some ancient MS. or MSS. no longer extant. 

But no such thing. The fact in question, on the 
contrary, has been made an argument for its worth- 
lessness, on the proofless assumption that its various 
readings are one and all the product of its tran- 
scriber. Dr. Adam Clarke has broached this strange 
theory with the boldness of a self-taught philomath : 
after fully admitting ‘that it existed before the in- 
vention of printing, and was never written with an 
intention to deceive,’ the learned expositor thus pro- 
ceeds: ‘I am rather inclined to think it the work of 
an unknown bold critic, who formed a text from one 
or more MSS. in conjunction with the Vulgate, and 
was by no means sparing of his own conjectural 
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emendations; for it contains many various readings 
which exist in no other MS. yet discovered. But 
how far the writer has, in any place, faithfully copied 
the text of any ancient MS., is more than can be 
determined.’—Commentary. Observations on 1 John 
v. @. 

Now proofless assumptions like this cannot be too 
strongly deprecated. They take away the keys of 
knowledge. They bar investigation at the threshold; 
and place the judgment of the learned world at the 
mercy of a single man. 

Such theories are all the more dangerous, because, 
from the nature of the case, we can seldom have the 
means of refuting them. If, however, a single im- 
portant various reading can be produced from the 
Codex Montfortianus, which occurs also in a single 
other MS., but this MS., the most ancient and au- 
thoritative now in existence ; one such coincidence 
as this is entitled to be accepted as instar omnium, 
at least until counter-evidence can be adduced. 

Now one such coincidence, happily, has been pre- 
served incidentally by Michaélis, who seems utterly 
unconscious of its bearing upon the integrity of the 
Codex Montfortianus, and upon the authority, con- 
sequently, (without any proofs to the contrary,) of 
all its other peculiar various readings. The various 
reading here in question occurs only in two of our 
extant MSS., the Codex Montfortianus, and (let the 
reader’s eyes be open to this commanding evidence) 
the Codex Alevandrinus. The fact is thus briefly 
noticed by Michaélis: ‘A remarkable reading, 
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éyxaxetvy, Luke xviii. 1, is found in the MontrorTIANUS 
and ALEXANDRINUS, but 27 no other.’ 

Now I affirm that this one positive proof of the 
fidelity of the Codex Montfortianus, and of the 
presumable authority of all its other peculiar read- 
. ings, outweighs all the negative evidence that ever 
has been, or ever can be adduced, to throw discredit 
without the shadow of a proof upon that most im- 
portant, and therefore much calumniated, manuscript. 

We come now with advantage to Michaélis’s account 
of it. ‘Though no critic would ascribe a high an- 
tiquity to the Montfortianus, yet, on the other hand, 
we have no reason to suspect that it is a mere tran- 
script from the Complutensian Polyglot, as is said of 
the Codex Ravianus [or Berolinensis]. For the dif- 
ference is strongly marked in numerous passages, and 
even the text in question, for which this manuscript 
is famous, is not the same as in that Polyglot. 

‘Mill has observed, that this manuscript has a very 
great number of readings, which are peculiar to itself: 
he has counted not less than 140; and though this 
number has been diminished, since more manuscripts 
bave been collated, yet it still remains considerable.’ 
—JIntroduction, vol. ii. pt. 1. p. 285. 

Its ascertained independence of the Complutensian 
Polyglot, and the ‘very great number of readings, 
which are peculiar to itself,’ are the important points 
determined in this passage. Upon the former there 
is no longer any dispute. Upon the latter, his own 
priceless example of éyxaxew gives a new character 
to its peculiar various readings, each and all of which 
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(without proof to the contrary) become entitled to the 
same consideration as that allowed to all genuine MS. 
authorities. | 

But we have not yet done with Michaélis, and with 
his proofs that the Codex Montfortianus is ‘a latinizing 
manuscript.’ His second proof is the following :— 

‘He [the transcriber] has also & r7 yq, which is 
false Greek for éri ras ys, because he found in the 
Latin, in terra.’ 

Could any scholar who did not read this passage 
with his own eyes, believe that it came from the pen 
of John David Michaélis ? The ‘false Greek’ which 
he discovers in the Codex Montfortianus, is the ‘false 
Greek’ of Stephens, the ‘false Greek’ of the Textus 
Receptus, the ‘false Greek’ of Erasmus, the ‘false 
Greek’ of every subsequent edition of the Greek 
Testament! All alike read & ry yp. Michaélis’s 
correct Greek, émi ris yns, is peculiar to the Com- 
plutensian Polyglot. Upon the authority of this soli- 
tary witness, in the face of all the editions of the Greek 
Testament, he accuses the transcriber of the Codex 


3 Such was the judgment of Archbishop Ussher. Since writing 
the above I find the strongest proof of his estimate of the authority 
of the Codex Montfortianus, in the fact of his having transcribed its 
various readings into his own Greek Testament, in his own hand- 
writing: ‘ Lectiones ejus variantes manu sua, ac suorum, excerpsit 
Usserius in Evangeliis, Actis Apost. (ad cap. 22, versum 29, ubi 
desinit exemplar Cant.), et capite primo Epistole ad Romanos. 
Neque enim ultra processére.’—Mill, Proleg. § 1879. It is a 
moral satisfaction to find my own independent judgment godfathered 
by such a man. How would not Archbishop Ussher, had he been 
aware of it, have hailed the éyxaxeiy, as putting its seal on the 
authority of all those various readings. 
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Montfortianus, not only of ‘false Greek,’ but of falsifi- 
cation: ‘He has also é& rp yy, which is false Greek 
for éxt ths ys, because he found it in the Latin’! 

This specimen of German criticism is of a piece 
with all that has followed in Germany and in England 
to the present day. Insolent assertion, in the face of 
overwhelming facts, is the characteristic of the whole 
Rationalistic school. 

The systematic depreciation with which the Codex 
Montfortianus is invariably spoken of by the ad- 
versaries of the seventh verse, in réality, however, 
betrays only their own animus, and the soreness 
which they cannot conceal at this hitch in their 
argument from the Greek MSS. If you listen to the 
clashing and self-confuting statements of Michaélis, 
of Bishop Marsh,‘ or of Porson,—this Codex is one of 
the sixteenth century—but a few years old, fresh from 
the mint, when brought to the knowledge of Erasmus 
—yet ‘interpolated for the purpose of deceiving him.’ 
It is a latinizing manuscript, as proved, they allege, by 
its readings of the seventh verse; and the verse itself, 
as shown by its barbarous Greek, was forged from the 


4 Bishop Marsh labours hard to identify the Codex Britannicus 
used by Erasmus, with the Codex Montfortianus. Erasmus’s own 
description of the Codex Britannicus completely nullifies the attempt : 
‘Postremo: Quod Britannicum etiam in terre testimonio addebat, 
kai ot rptic¢ ei¢ ro Ey eiot, quod non addebatur hic duntaxat in editione 
Hispaniensi.’ Now as this clause is also omitted in the Montfort 
Codex, it cannot possibly be the same with the Codex Britannicus. 
In this as yet unrecovered MS., therefore, we have a second and 
independent Gr. MS. witness to the seventh verse. The zeal of 
the adversaries to evade this fact, only betrays their sense of its 
importance. 
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Vulgate. The various readings of this manuscript, 
which are both numerous and peculiar, are pro- 
nounced inventions, most probably, of the copyist, 
some bold critic, who, like Bentley afterwards, in- 
dulged freely in conjectural emendations of the text. 
‘Unimportant as this manuscript may appear [slight- 
ingly observed Michaélis] on account of its modern 
date, it deserves a circumstantial description, as it is 
one of those two manuscripts which alone contain the 
celebrated passage of the three that bear record in 
heaven, 1 John v. 7.’ 

‘As this manuscript is one of the two pillars 
[sardonically echoes Bishop Marsh] which support the 
celebrated verse in the First Epistle of St. John, it 
would be of some importance in sacred criticism if we 
could trace it to its source.’ ~ 

Now every one of the foregoing allegations has 
broken down; and the depreciatory insinuations just 
quoted, recoil, accordingly, on the heads of their ‘too 
much learned,’ and still more pretentious, utterers. 
The Montfort manuscript has since been pronounced, 
by one of the most highly-qualified judges of ancient 
manuscript autographs, Dr. Adam Clarke, most pro- 
bably of the thirteenth century. And this impartial 
witness, be it remembered, is borne by an avowed 
non-believer in the seventh verse, who twice visited 
Dublin for the sole purpose of inspecting this manu- 
script, which its dogmatic censors, Marsh, Michaélis, 
and Porson, never saw. But the long priority of this 
Codex to the sixteenth century, is independently 
demonstrated by the facts, that it was carefully 
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collated and annotated by two of the profoundest 
Biblical scholars of the sixtcenth and seventeenth 
centuries, Chark and Ussher, who were successively, 
not only its collators, but its possessors; and who 
make no note whatever of its recency in their time. 
To assume that these great Biblical critics ( Ussher in 
the very act of editing the London Polyglot) would 
bestow their time and labour upon a manuscript 
almost fresh from the transcriber, and still almost 
reeking with the ink,° is a pitch of daring, which a man 
reckless of consequences may adventure, but which 
no literary reputation could sustain. It isan insult to 
the common sense of the whole republic of letters. 
The next charge preferred against the Montfort 
Codex by Marsh and Michaélis is, that it is a lat- 
inizing manuscript; which, with equal confidence and 
equal discomfiture, they undertake to prove from the 
omission of the articles in the seventh verse: whence 
they infer that this verse is a forged interpolation 
translated from the Vulgate. But how came these 
lynx-eyed censors to overlook the patent fact, that 
the articles are equally omitted in the eighth verse, 
which never was disputed? According to them, 
therefore, the eighth verse is equally bad Greek with 
the seventh, equally interpolation from the Latin, 
equally translation from the Vulgate. Thus their 


* Porson himself has unguardedly exposed the impossibility of 
scholars like Chark and Ussher being imposed on by a raw and 
recent MS. Speaking of this very Codex, he writes, ‘It might have 
been hazardous to expose its tender and infantine form to barbarous 
critics. . . . The freshness of the ink and materials might then have 
led to a detection of the imposture.’—Letters to Travis, p. 117. 


Cod. Mont. free from Interpolation. 129 


unsound premises in the one case, inevitably conduct 
to as unsound a conclusion in the other. While, in 
urging the omission of the articles in the seventh verse, 
and suppressing their equal omission in the eighth, they 
leave themselves only the choice between the miser- 
able alternatives of dishonesty, on the one hand, or 
stolidity, on the other. There is, however, to help 
them out of this dilemma, a charitable explanation, 
and this probably is the true one: namely, that eager- 
ness to catch at arguments in support of a bankrupt 
cause, often blinds men to the plainest counter-evi- 
dences. 

Porson’s charge of interpolation is simply ridicul- 
ous. There appears not to be a single marginal 
interpolation throughout the entire Codex; and the 
seventh verse is as integral a portion of its text as 
any other part of the volume. 

The peculiar readings, again, for which this Codex 
is so remarkable, and which it has been attempted 
so absurdly to explain away, are authenticated by 
their coincidences with more than one Oxford manu- 
script, and by one extraordinary coincidence, in the 
unique reading éyxaxew, with the Alexandrine MS. 
itself. The whole various readings thus significantly 
indicate their derivation from a common original; 
and this original, some unknown manuscript of the 
very highest antiquity. 
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Extracts from the Notices of the Codex Montfortianus, 
by Bishop Marsh and Dr. Mill, with critical re- 
marks on the widely differing character assigned 
to it by these writers. 


The character of this manuscript has been so mis- 
represented by the arts of controversy, that a just 
review of it is essential, both as regards the general 
authority of the document, and its value as the only 
known Greek MS. witness to the genuineness of the 
disputed verse, 1 John v. 7. 

No apology, therefore, is needful for laying before 
the reader the fullest information we possess as to its 
history, and upon the very opposite estimates formed 
by old and by new authorities, as to its value. 

To begin with its more recent censor, the following 
is Bishop Marsh’s notice. 

‘ As this manuscript is one of the two pillars, which 
support the celebrated verse in the First Epistle of 
St. John, it would be of some importance in sacred 
criticism, if we could trace it to its source. We know 
the names of five of its proprietors, who probably 
wrote their names at the beginning of the manuscript ; 
which enabled Usher, the last proprietor before it 
came to Trinity College, Dublin, to mention them in 
the London Polyglot. Montfort, who possessed it 
before Usher, and from whom the MS. takes its name, 
because it belonged to him when it was collated for 
the London Polyglot, was a Doctor of Divinity at 
Cambridge in the middle of the last century [i.e. 
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circ. 1650]. William Charc, or Chark, possessed it 
before Dr. Montfort. Ina manuscript collation of the 
Codex Montfortianus, which is now preserved in 
Emanuel Library in Cambridge, and is perhaps that 
which was made for the London Polyglot, the name 
is written Charc; but a line is drawn under it, seem- 
ingly by a different hand, and Clark is written in the 
margin; which, in the catalogue of manuscripts pre- 
fixed to the Var. Lect. N. T., in the sixth volume of 
the London Polyglot, is converted into Clerk. But 
Mill, who probably saw this manuscript collation, has 
written Charc. He likewise speaks of him as a person 
well known, for he says, in his Prol. § 1376: ‘ Codicis 
cum in corpore, tum preesertim in spatio marginal, 
plurima notavit eruditus quispiam: Gul. Charcus, ut 
opinor, erat enim is in Grecis insigniter versatus,” &c. 
And in the new Annual Register for 1792, History 
of Knowledge, p. xxi., William Chark is mentioned as 
a distinguished scholar in Queen Elizabeth’s time. 
He is probably the same William Chark, who was of 
Peter House, and .was expelled the University for 
heresy in 1572. Thomas Clement, who possessed it 
before Chark, is perhaps the person of whom Arias 
Montanus speaks in his preface to the first volume of 
the Antwerp Polyglot, dated 1569, “Est etiam nobis 
a Clemente Anglo, Philosophie et Medicinz Doctore.” 
Fr. Froy, therefore, the Franciscan friar, must have 
possessed it either about or before the middle of the 
sixteenth century: a few years previous to which, 
that is, between 1519 and 1522, it was known to 
Erasmus, by the name of Codex Britannicus. We 
K 2 
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can ascend no higher in the history of this manuscript 
as we have no further data: but it is probable that we 
have nearly reached the time of its origin, since there 
is reason to believe that it was written only a few 
years before the last-mentioned period.’—Marsh’s 
Michaélis, vol. ii. pt. i. pp. 756-57. 


Remarks. 


My first observation on this interesting notice is, 
that it suggests a probability of the Codex Montfor- 
tianus being a foreign MS. Its first known pro- 
prietor, Frater Froyhe or Froi, was evidently a 
Frenchman. And if its next proprietor, Thomas 
Clement, be the same with the Dr. Clement men- 
tioned in 1569 by Arias Montanus as then resident 
in Antwerp, nothing would seem more likely than 
that he obtained the MS. from the French Franciscan 
whom he names in his entry in the MS., Sum Thome 
Clementis, olim fratris Froyhe. 

My next remark is, that its careful annotation by 
its next possessor, Dr. Chark, one of the most eminent 
Greek scholars, it appears, of that learned age, and its 
subsequent collation for the London Polyglot by the 
greatest Biblical scholar of that or of any age, Arch- 
bishop Ussher, argue irrefragably the high esteem in 
which Dr. Montfort’s MS. was then held. 

My last observation concerns the Bishop’s con- 
cluding inference, which I must repeat in his own 
words: ‘We can ascend no higher [than 1519-1522] 
in the history of this manuscript, as we have no further 
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data: but it is probable that we have nearly reached 
the time of cts origin, since there is reason to believe 
that it was written only a few years before the last- 
mentioned period.’ 

This most extraordinary inference is a specimen 
only of the way in which critics of the Marsh, and 
Michaélis, and Porson school have combined to run 
down the authority of this manuscript, and thus 
to rid themselves of the only MS. witness (as they 
maintain) in support of the disputed verse. Let us 
follow up the Bishop, however, to the consequences 
of his assertion. It assumes that one of the greatest 
Greek scholars of his learned day, Dr. Chark, be- 
stowed his time and learning in the painful correction, 
revisal, and annotation of a MS. of which the original 
ink was scarcely yet dry! A manuscript (upon this 
monstrous theory) scarcely some thirty or forty years 
old! A manuscript whose fresh paper must have 
united with its fresher ink to proclaim its learned 
annotator dolt or dotard! But Chark was followed by 
Ussher, who also painfully collated the Codex Montfor- 
tianus for Bishop Walton’s Polyglot, and noted it in 
its margin in his own handwriting. Was the great 
Archbishop Ussher equally beduped ? 

But let us hear Dr. Mill’s account of the pains 
bestowed by Chark and Ussher upon this now-a-days 
vituperated MS.: for it has been wisely said that the 
best corrective for error is to put forward the opposite 
right and truth. 

‘§ 1379. vii. Codicis Novi Testamenti, recentiori et 
minus accurata manu descripti: qui olim fuerat fratris 
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Froy, Franciscani, postea Thoma Clements, deinde 
Gulielmi Charci, acdemum Thome Montfortii, $.T.P. 
. . . Lectiones ejus variantes manu sua, ac suorum, 
excerpsit Usserius. . . . Codicis enim in corpore, tum 
preesertim in spatio marginali, plurima notavit eru- 
ditus quispiam (Gul. Charcus, ut opinor; erat enim 
is in Grecis insigniter versatus, ac preeterea xadhu- 
ypadwraros, adeoque ad hec notanda quasi genio suo 
incitatus). Aliqua hic illic delevit, que in Codicem 
hunc ex interpolato textu irrepserant. [This tells its 
comparative antiquity in Chark’s day.] . . . Sed et est, 
ubi non emendationis, sed animi, aut illustrationis 
pratia, posuerat ad oram libri, scholia, seu etiam 
variantes lectiones aliorum Codicum. Textum ipsum 
quod spectat, magna in eo est vis lectionum plane 
singularium, seu hujusmodi saltem que in Codd. 
nostris non comparent. Tales quadraginta supra 
centum observatas a me olim memini. Sed et 
genuine aliquot ipsius lectiones, ab editis nostris 
discrepantes, quarum haud facta est in superioribus 
mentio, hoc loco memorands sunt.’ 

Such was the character of the Codex Montfortianus 
in the- seventeenth century, and such the labour 
bestowed upon it by some of the first Biblical scholars 
of that, and of the preceding age. The reader will 


° Porson admits the authenticity of the seventh verse to be 
probable,’ if it be found in two Greek MSS. 500 years old. Erasmus 
was content with the evidence of one genuine Greek MS.: i.e. 
a MS. prior to the invention of printing. This, not Porson’s ‘500 
years,’ is the real test: for provided it dates before the art of printing, 
and before the controversy, the question of two or three centuries more 
or less is absolutely insignificant. Now the Codex Montfortianus 
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specially remark Dr. Mill’s practical testimony to its 
authority, in his notice and adoption of some of its 
peculiar readings—genuinz aliquot ipsius lectiones ab 
editis nostris discrepantes. All this is hushed up by 
the Marsh and Michaélis school; but it stands unre- 
moved and unremovable. The light of the sun is 
still the same, though men may shut their eyes to it. 
But Mill supplies evidence for the authority of the 
Codex Montfortianus, and for the critical value of its 
peculiar readings, which appears hitherto to have 
wholly escaped observation. In his Prolegomena, 
§ 1388, xii., he makes mention of a manuscript of the 
four Gospels, in the Library of New College, Oxford, 
containing, like the Montfort manuscript, numerous 
peculiar various readings; and adds, what gives the 
highest critical importance to this fact, that the 


(whether the MS. used by him or not) fully meets Erasmus’s re- 
quirement, and half meets Porson’s. For it is probably upwards of 
600 years old, but certainly prior to the art of printing. 

Now the actual state of the case, as regards this unique MS., 
seems quite overlooked in the more recent period of the controversy, 
yet claims to be insisted on as a vital point in the general 
argument for the verse. Although the fact is undeniable that 
Porson’s date (the sixteenth century) has utterly broken down, men’s 
eyes appear to be blind to the inevitable and momentous conse- 
. quence: namely, that, instead of a forged fabrication, the Codex 
Montfortianus is a veritable manuscript authority, and that Professor 
Porson’s case is gone: I repeat, that justice has not been done to 
this altered state of things. Porson’s ‘ Letters’ of credit are honoured, 
as though he had been never bankrupt. And the precious manu- 
script which he libelled, ‘ unsight, unseen,’ seems left in the back- 
ground, as though the libeller had never been convicted. 

I affirm without reserve, that the ascertained genuineness of the 
Montfort MS. totally changes the case of the whole controversy 
from what it was in Porson's time. The text has the support of a 
Greek MS., of respectable age, and of irrefragable authority. 
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peculiar readings of the two. manuscripts are uni- 
formly identical. It follows that the peculiar read- 
ings of the Codex Montfortianus throughout the four 
Gospels, and by just inference throughout that entire 
document, are authenticated as true readings from 
original Greek MSS., by the authority of a second and 
separate MS. witness. This fact gives a critical 
authority to the peculiar readings common to both 
these manuscripts, which neither, taken alone, could 
possess: an authority, moreover, which extends it- 
self over the whole Montfort MS. But to come to 
Mill: 

‘xii. Codicis quatuor Evangeliorum, in Collegio 
Novo, ineleganti admodum charactere. Convenit in 
multis cum Codice Montfort, in quibus seorsum 
abeunt ht duo a reliquis plerisque omnibus quos 
viderim. . . . Codex ipse geminus plane videtur alterius 
alius supra memorati, quem in Bibliotheca Collegii 
Lincolniensis adservatum diximus, ejusdem charac- 
teris, ejusdemque forte Librarii.’ ’ 

The Codex Montfortianus, therefore, no longer 

* As the donor, and date of the donation, of this Lincoln College 
MS. are known, its chronological bearing upon the history of its 
twin brother of New College becomes important, as both manuscripts, 
in every probability, came from the same episcopal donor. Mill's 
account of the Lincoln College MS. ia most interesting. 

The extraordinary coincidence between these Oxford manuscripts 
of the Gospels and the Codex Montfortianus, in the exclusive exhi- 
bition of a large number of the same peculiar readings, suggests a 
further inference of serious interest in this argument; viz., that the 
Greek originals whence these manuscripts were copied, containing 
presumably the entire Greek Testament, may fairly be set down as 


concurrent witnesses with the Codex Montfortianus, by containing 
equally with it the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses. 
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stands alone: its numerous peculiar readings are 
sustained and countersigned by a second manuscript, 
that of New College; which, though itself containing 
the four Gospels only, accredits the whole of its twin 
MS., as deriving from a common MS. source. 

The identity of the peculiar various readings in the 
Montfortian and the New College manuscripts— 
readings peculiar (Dr. Mill apprizes us) to these two 
MSS. solely—has a further and most important bear- 
ing upon the Codex Montfortianus as proof of its 
fidelity. It demonstrates that this manuscript faith- 
fully followed the common Greek original; and, 
consequently, that the original Greek MS. contained 
the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses. 

The only alternative inference would be this, that 
the Montfort manuscript was the source of the two 
manuscripts of the four Gospels in the Lincoln and 
New College Libraries :* an inference which necessarily 
implies that it also was in the possession of the donor 
of those MSS., Bishop Audley; in which case it must 
have been a manuscript of standing and authority 
before the year 1502: a deduction which completely 
overthrows the theory of Michaélis and Porson. The 
fact of Bishop Audley depositing two twin MSS. of 
the four Gospels in two Oxford Colleges, argues 
strongly for the weight which this learned Prelate 
attached to their common MS. originals. If one 

8 I need scarcely say that I state this sole alternative only as 
a possibility. Ihave not myself the slightest doubt that the Codex 
Montfortianus and the Lincoln College and New College MSS. 


had a common source in ancient Greek manuscripts no longer 
extant. 
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were the Codex Montfortianus, it is most probably 
an Eastern MS., brought from Constantinople im- 
mediately after its fall. But the probability is far 
higher that the original in Bishop Audley’s possession 
was an ancient Greek MS. now unknown. This 
seems the only full explanation of his depositing two — 
twin copies of the four Gospels simultaneously at 
Oxford. 


‘§ 1381. viii. Codicis Evangeliorum in Collegio 
Lincolnienst; quem Collegio isti donavit Edmundus 
Audley, Episcopus Sarisburiensis; cujus tempore (sub 
annum MDII.), et in cujus quidem gratiam, a Gre- 
culo quodam, tum apud Anglos commorante, de- 
scriptum fuisse credibile est.’ 

Bishop Audley, it hence appears, gave this MS. to 
Lincoln College in 1502, i.e. just fifty years after the 
taking of Constantinople by the Turks. This ap- 
parently fixes the donor and date of gift of the New 
College MS., as, according to Mill, the two MSS. are 
by the same copyist. Why he qualifies this supposi- 
titious copyist by the depreciatory term Greculus, I 
cannot understand. He must self-evidently have been 
one of those learned Greeks who fled from Constanti- 
nople, to enlighten Europe and the world by their 
precious MSS., and scarcely less precious labours. 
As well might the learned Mill qualify Chalcochondilas 
himself Greculus, as this unknown supposed copyist 
of the Lincoln and New College MSS. But though 
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his conjecture as to the date and authorship of these 
manuscripts may be verisimilar, it is anything but 
certain. His own words credzbile est, fully admit its 
doubtfulness. The MSS. themselves may be of dif- 
ferent origin, and of much higher antiquity. But 
whether obtained by him, or copied for him, they 
honourably illustrate the name and memory of the 
episcopal donor. 

But whatever their own date, both MSS. have an 
important bearing upon the origin of the Codex 
Montfortianus. For the New College Codex (and 
most probably that of Lincoln College) proves itself, 
by the identity of its peculiar readings, to have 
derived from a common source with the Montfor- 
tianus. The latter I believe with Dr. A. Clarke to 
be at latest of the thirteenth century. But even if 
dating so low as 1502, this would in no wise affect its 
authority. For, though printing was then some 
sixty or seventy years invented, no printed Greek 
Testament existed: the earliest being Erasmus’s first 
edition in 1519. 1502 knew of Gr. MSS. only. 

I would take the present opportunity of respectfully 
suggesting to the authorities at New College and 
Lincoln College the importance of having those MSS. 
of the Gospels thoroughly collated, and of having 
photographed facsimiles taken from them, for com- 
parison with the handwriting of the Codex Montfor- 
tianus. For it is only by exact comparison of the 
autographs of the three MSS., that we can hope for 
light upon their direct relationship, or non-relationship, 
to each other. | 


- 
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One conclusion only may be pronounced certain, 
namely, that either the New College MS. of the 
Gospels was copied from the Codex Montfortianus 
(which I entirely disbelieve), or that both were tran- 
scribed from the same ancient Greek MS. or MSS.: 
which original common source, or sources, indis- 
putably contained the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses. 
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CHAPTER XII. 


The Complutensian Polyglot. 


Its solitary reading in 1 John v. 8, émt ths yas, 
alone supplies irrefragable proof that the editors of 
that celebrated editio princeps, here, at least, agree- 
ably to their general professions, followed an ancient 
Greek MS. or MSS. For without MS. authority, 
and without any conceivable cause, they could not be 
suspected of interpolating such a reading. Even 
Porson, however, does not tax them with tampering 
with the eighth verse. He confines his accusation to 
the obnoxious seventh. This verse in the Complu- 
tensian he asserts, with an effrontery peculiarly his 
own, to be a fraudulent interpolation from the Vul- 
gate. His proofs, or special pleadings, on this head, 
are too well known for the reader to be troubled with 
their repetition. I shall content myself with pro- 
ducing one suicidal admission, which neutralizes, if it 
does not negative, his whole sophistical reasonings. 
Having wreaked his wrath upon the fraudulent edi- 
tors, he proceeds: ‘It is no more than justice to allow 
that they, at least, did ther work lke workmen. 
They made good Greek of their Latin; a task to 
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which the translator of the Lateran Decrees, and the 
writer of the Dublin MS. were unequal.’—Porson, 
Letter IIT., pp. 51, 52. 

This admission of the ‘good Greek,’ (of which no 
man ever living was a better judge,) in the Complu- 
tensian reading of the seventh verse, is self-evidently 
a perilous concession: for it denotes, not translation 
from the Latin (as Porson assumes), but the genuine- 
ness of the Complutensian text, as shown by this 
evidence alone to have been taken from a Greek 
manuscript. To make ‘good Greek’ out of Patristic 
Latin is manifestly woAd\yns aeipas tedevtatov éni- 
yevvnpa. Porson’s verdict on the Greek is supreme: 
his assertion of its Latin origin is mere gratuitous 
assumption. The only just inference is, that the 
‘good Greek’ was not the editors’, but taken from a 
Greek manuscript which had the disputed verse. 

According to Michaélis, ev rp yp is false Greek, but 
éri ths ys good Greek. The latter is the unique 
reading of the Complutensian Polyglot. This alone 
decides for the whole passage, 1 John v. 5, 7, 8, being 
there taken from a Greek MS. For neither Stunica 
nor his colleagues would invent, nor Ximenes be 
likely to suffer them to invent, a reading, which ran 
counter to all known Greek MSS. 

Of the Latin MSS. Porson (I think following 
Michaélis) asserts,? that no Latin MS. containing the 
seventh verse is of older date than the tenth century. 

9 The assertion (never retracted) is the more inexcusable, because 


it stood, in their time, publicly disproved by Knittel, who had pro- 
duced a Latin MS. from the ducal library of Wolfenbuttel con- 
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The assertion, wholly gratuitous, is utterly quashed 
by the recent discovery of the seventh verse in Latin 
MSS. of the sixth and seventh centuries, concerning 


which we shall speak by and by. 


taining the seventh verse, and certainly, at latest, of the eighth 
century. 

‘The oldest of these codices is designated in the Library, 99 MSt. 
Weisenb. It reads thus: 

‘“ Quis est qui vincit mundum, nisi qui credit quoniam Jesus est 
Filius Dei? Hic est qui venit per aquam et sanguinem, Jesus 
Christus, non in aqua solum, sed in aqua, et sanguine, et Spiritus est 
_ veritas. Quia tres sunt qui testimonium dant, spiritus, et aqua, et 
sanguis, et tres unum sunt: sicut et in coelum [8c] tres sunt, Pater, 
et Verbum, et Spiritus, et tres unum sunt.” 

‘This Codex is written in the old Franco-Gallic, or Merovingian 
letters, and was therefore executed prior to the reign of Charlemagne.’ 
—New Crit. p. 99. 

Knittel’s book was well known at the time in Germany, and pro- 
minently noticed by Michaélis. What are we to think of the care- 
lessness of these two chief opponents of the disputed verse, if, with 
this book in their hands, they remained ignorant of the existence of 
this Wolfenbuttel MS., or their worse than carelessness if, they 
concealed their knowledge ? 
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CHAPTER XIII. 
The Latin Evidences. 


In entering upon the Latin evidences, a question 
suggests itself at the outset, which will place those 
evidences in a point of view never yet taken into 
consideration, but which may be found greatly to 
augment their weight. The question is this—lIs 
there any disputed passage of Scripture save this one 
text, 1 John v. 7, which is similarly supported by 
the Latin MSS. and versions of the New Testament, 
and similarly unsupported by the extant Greek MSS. ?!° 
If there be not, if the case be a solitary one, it 
affords clearest proof that there was no disposition, 
no tendency, in the Latin copyists or versionists, or 
in the Latin Churches, to set up their own text, to 
_ depart from the Greek originals, or to deal with the 


10 It is in vain that modern Biblical critics pretend to settle this 
great controversy by appeal to the extant Greek MSS.; and 
pronounce judgment against the seventh verse, on the ground of 
its absence from all known Greek MSS., save one or two. When 
they have settled the matter from the Greek, the Latin evidences 
will hang about their necks like millstones to the end of time. 
While the celebrated text stands in forty-nine out of fifty MSS. of 
the Vulgate, including the oldest now in being, no Scholzes, or 
Lachmans, or Tischendorfa, or Wordsworths, can shake its authority 
by striking it out of their Greek text. 
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sacred text independently of their authority. Now 
this is a point of the very highest moment in the 
general argument for the authenticity of the seventh 
verse: because, in the total absence of other similar 
cases in the Latin MSS., it inevitably follows, that 
the Latin copyists found this text in their Greek ori- 
ginals, and translated it from them. The question of 
fact, whether, or how far, the presence of the seventh 
verse in the great majority of Latin MSS. is an ex- 
ceptional example, is one easily to be ascertained. 
I only say, that, if it be to any extent an exceptional 
case, no surer proof can be required or conceived 
that it came into the Latin MSS. from their Greek 
originals. 

The discovery, since Porson’s time, of two Latin 
manuscripts containing the seventh verse, anterior 
by at least three centuries to the date assigned by 
him for the earliest insertion of it in Latin MSS., 
further changes the state of the evidences as regards 
the Latin authorities. Porson and Griesbach assert 
the tenth century to be the carliest date of its appear- 
ance in Latin manuscripts. The MSS. subsequently 
discovered in the monastery of La Cava, near Naples, 
and of Santa Croce, at Rome, completely negative the 
assertion ; the former, from internal evidence, being 
pronounced of the seventh, the latter, of the sixth or 
seventh century. The strenuous efforts made by 
Griesbach and Porson to lower the Latin evidence 
for the text to the ninth or tenth century, 1s our best 
voucher for the importance of these more recent 


discoveries. The La Cava MS. is one of the whole 
L 
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Bible: the Santa Croce MS. is a catena from Scripture, 
entitled at the close, Liber Testimoniorum. Both 
contain the disputed verse, and both with the same 
peculiar variation, namely, the substitution of dicunt 
for dant. The La Cava MS. has this further note of 
antiquity, that, in it, the eighth precedes the seventh 
verse: a mark of early date, admitted as such by the 
adversaries, for Griesbach has remarked that this is 
the case in the most ancient manuscripts. ‘ An- 
tiquiores fere anteponunt comma octavum septimo.’ 

The eagerness of Porson and Griesbach to deny an 
earlier date for the verse in Latin MSS. than the 
tenth century, is the true measure of the value of this 
double discovery of it in Latin MSS. of the seventh. 
The dogmatical use made of this text in the margin of 
the La Cava MS. is a point worthy of very particular 
attention; as showing the importance attached to it 
by a copyist in the seventh century. But all this will 
be brought out in full in the course of this Work. 


TERTULLIAN. 


The vehemence of Professor Porson’s philippic 
against Tertullian’s being brought as a witness into 
court in support of the disputed verse, on the strength 
of his well-known phrase, Qui tres unum sunt, should 
only have served to direct the attention of its de- 
fenders to a more scrutinous examination of the text 
of this great ancient. This course, however, has 
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never yet been taken. His evidence has been dis- 
cussed, on both sides, as if confined to the single 
phrase, without any reference to the context in which 
it occurs. This context, his treatise against Praxeas,!! 
I have most carefully examined; and, having done so, 
I am prepared, not only to affirm, but to prove, that 
Tertullian’s testimony to the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses is as clear and certain as any testimony 
can be which does not formally cite in full, and as 
St. John’s, the words of the seventh verse. For on 
studying the treatise against Praxeas it becomes most 
palpable, that the words qu tres unum sunt, instead 
of an isolated phrase,’? are a link only in a chain of 
evidences, all bearing on the seventh verse, and 
uniting to certify its authority. 

Every impartial reader must at once perceive, that 
if, in the context of this treatise, Tertullian shall be 
found drawing specially from St. John’s First Epistle, 


11 The fact that Tertullian used the term Trinity, and anti- 
thetically to the Unity, in this very treatise, alone proves the tres 
unum sunt, not to be ‘his own words.’ See Adv. Praxeam, cap. ill. : 
‘Itaque duos et tres jam jactitant a nobis predicari, se vero unius 
Dei cultores presumunt: quasi non et unitas irrationabiliter collecta 
heresin faciat, et Trinitas rationaliter expensa, veritatem consti- 
tuat.’ 

No words can more clearly prove how universally the triune 
doctrine of 1 John v. 7 was, in Tertullian’s day, the watchword of 
the catholic Church, than the heretic objection, ‘ duos et tres . . . a 
nobis predicari.’ It tells us that the triune doctrine was constantly 
in the mouths of those early Christians; and that the only resource 
of the heretics was to make out the Trinity to be incompatible with 
the Unity. It is this prophasis that Tertullian here exposes. 

12 With like brevity he quotes in his treatise on the Trinity, 
1 John iv. 8. ‘Invenimus enim scriptum esse, quod Deus Charitas 
dictus stt.’—De Trin. 497. 

L2 
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adducing whole sentences from it, using, particularly, 
the fifth chapter, citing from it verses immediately 
adjoining the seventh, and repeating the antithetical 
statement of the doctrine of the Trinity so exclusively 
peculiar to that one text,—that if all this can be 
shown by actual quotations, his words gue tres unum 
sunt,'® assume a character and authority as a tacit 
quotation, altogether beyond what could justly be 
assigned to them even if they had stood alone.'* Now 


13 T have elsewhere noticed St. Athanasius’s announcement as to 
the doctrine of the Trinity, that he will not tax his readers with 
Scripture quotations, as the first two verses of St. John’s Gospel 
contain the whole. I now add that, more than a century prior to 
Tertullian (who, p. 515, anchors similarly on St. John i. 1, 2, as the 
mainstay of the doctrine’, makes the very same announcement with 
very apparent reference to 1 John v. 7. Here are his words: ‘ Et 
hec quidem de Patre, et de Filio, et de Spiritu Sancto, dreviter sint 
nobis dicta, et strictim posita, et non longa disputatione porrecta. 
Latius enim potuerunt porrigi, et propensiori disputatione produci, 
quandoquidem ad testimonium, quod ita se habeat fides vera, totum 
et Vetus, et Novum Testamentum, possit adduci.’—Op., De Trin. 
Lb. p. 514. 

To call, as Porson calls, for specific quotation of the seventh verse, 
after this, is to deny the plain and only sense of Tertullian’s own 
words. 

14 Nothing is more unfair than broken quotations. Porson and 
his opponents alike argue from Tertullian’s Qui tres unum sunt, 
taken alone. I{is context, however, matcrially strengthens the 
natural inference that these words are the closing words of the 
seventh verse. Here is the whole passage, followed presently after 
by a formal quotation, nominatim et literatim, of 1 John ii. 22, 23: 
‘Et nihilominus hoc quoque interpretatus est, quomodo Pater 
esset In Filio, et Filius in Patre. Verba, inquit, que ego loquor 
vobis, non sunt mea, utique quia Patris. Pater autem, manens in 
me, facit opera . . . Atque aded credite, ait: Quid? Me Patrem esse? 
Non puto scriptum esse: sed, Quia ego in Patre, et Pater in me. 
Si quominus, vel propter opera credite. Ea utique opera, per que 
Pater in Filio non visu, sed sensu videbatur. Post Philippum, et 
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I am prepared to produce every link in this catena of 
evidences. | 

To put the reader summarily in possession of it 
before I proceed to open the case, I would briefly 
state, that Tertullian commences his argument against 
the anti-Trinitarian, by reference to the Sacrament 
of Baptism, and to our Lord’s introduction of the 


totam substantiam questionis istius, que in finem Evangelii perse- 
verant in eodem genere sermonis, quo Pater et Filius in sua proprie- 
tate distinguitur. Paracletum quoque se postulaturum, cum ascen- 
disset ad Patrem, et missurum repromittit et quidem alium, sed jam 
premisimus quomodo alium. Cetertim de meo sumit, inquit, sicut 
ipse de Patre. Ita connexus Patrisin Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres 
efficit coherentes, alterum ex altero. Qui tres unum sunt, non unus, 
guomodo dictum est, Ego et Pater unum sumus: ad substantie 
unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem.’ 

The reader will now observe, that throughout this whole context, 
Tertullian is following, verse after verse, St. John’s Gospel, without 
once naming (or once only in the preceding page) or formally quoting 
St. John. He deduces the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, first, 
from St. John’s Gospel alone, and then concludes in the ipsissima 
verba of St. John’s First Epistle, and of the seventh verse, Qui tres 
unum sunt. Now, this is a wholly different case from the words 
coming in as an isolated clause. Ile deals with St. John, and with 
St. John alone. If he does not state these words to be quotation, 
neither does he state as quotations any of the texts previously and 
undeniably taken from the Gospel. How monstrous, then, for 
Porson to pass over sub alto silentio the non-quotation of the un- 
doubted Gospel texts, in order to fasten on the words of the 
seventh verse the charge of being ‘ Tertullian’s own words,’ because 
similarly unmarked by any formal note of quotation. To be con- 
sistent, to be commonly honest, he was bound to reject all the texts 
from St. John’s Gospel of which this page is full. But when we 
find St. John’s First Epistle formally quoted in the next page but 
one, and repeated tacit quotations of the fifth chapter, at the close 
of this treatise against Praxeas, and all this passed over by the 
learned Professor in silence, his abortive attempt to negative, as a 
quotation, the Qu? tres unum sunt, assumes a morally painful aspect. 
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Persons, three in number, but one in name, in the 
institution of that Divine ordinance. He goes on to 
a fresh statement of the same doctrine, apparently in 
the words of the seventh verse, gui tres unum sunt. 
He therefore so enlarges upon the force of the term 
‘unum,’ as clearly to mark it out as a Scripture term, 
and that, whenever he comments upon it, he is com- 
menting on Scripture. And he concludes his treatise 
with a re-statement of the three-one doctrine, in words 
containing the essence of the seventh verse, and 
embedded in a context so compounded from the fifth 
chapter of St. John’s First Epistle, as to render his 
words virtually equivalent to the most formal and 
direct quotation. I have stated the facts: I proceed 
to exemplify them. 


1. Reference to St. Matthew xxviii. 19. 


‘Custodiatur otxovopias Sacramentum, que uni- 
tatem in Trinitatem disponit, tres dimgens, Patrem, 
et Filium, et Spirtum Sanctum. Tres autem non 
statu, sed gradu: nec substantia, sed forma: nec 
potestate, sed specie: unius autem substantia, et 
unius status, et unius potestatis: quia unus Deus, 
eX quo, et gradus isti, et form, et species, in nomine 
Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, deputantur.’ 

‘Et novissime mandans ut tingerent in Patrem, et 
Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum: non in unum; nam nec 
semel, sed ter, ad singula nomina in personas singulas 
tingimur.’ 
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2. ‘Unum’ always in Tertullian the Scripture term. 


‘Ego et Pater unum sumus. Hic ergo jam gradum 
volunt figere stulti, imo cseci qui non videant: primd 
ego et Pater, duorum esse significationem: dehinc in 
novissimo, sumus, non ex unius esse Persona, quod 
pluraliter dictum est: tum quod, unum sumus, non 
unus sumus. Si enim dixisset quod, unus sumus, 
potuisset adjuvare sententiam illorum. Unus enim 
singularis numeri significatio videtur. Adhuc cum 
duo, masculini generis, Unum dicit neutrali verbo: 
quod non pertinet ad singularitatem, sed ad unitatem ; 
...Unum sumus, dicens, ego et Pater, ostendit duos 
esse, quos sequat et jungit.’ 


3. Concluding re-statement of the three-one doctrine : 
with back reference to its first revelation in the 
Sacrament of Baptism; and forward reference 
to its renewed revelation in the Heavenly Wit- 
nesses, 1 John v. 7. 


‘Filius interim, acceptum a Patre munus, effudit 
Spiritum Sanctum, tertium numen divinitatis, et 
tertium nomen majestatis, unius preedicatorem mon- 
archie, sed et economic interpretatorem, si quis 
sermones nove prophetie ejus admiserit, et deduc- 
torem omnis veritatis, que est in Patre, Filio, et 
Spiritu Sancto, secundum Christianum Sacramentum. 
Ceterim Judaice fidei ista res, sic unum Deum 
credere, ut- Filium adnumerare ei nolis, et, post 
Filium, Spiritum. Quid enim erit inter nos et illos, 
nisi differentia ista? Quod opus Evangelii? Que 
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est substantia Novi Testamenti, statuens legem et 
Prophetas usque ad Johannem? si non exinde 
Pater et Filius et Spiritus, tres crediti, unum Deum 
sistunt? Sic Deus voluit novare Sacramentum, ut 
move unus crederetur per Filium et Spiritum, ut 
coram jam Deus in suis propriis nominibus et Personts 
cognosceretur, qui et refrd Filium et Spiritum pre- 
dicatus non intelligebatur. Viderint igitur Anti- 
christi, qui negant Patrem et Filium. Negant enim 
Patrem, et dum eundem Filium dicunt; et negant 
Filium, dum eundem Patrem credunt; dando illis quse 
non sunt, auferendo que sunt. Qui verd confessus 
fuerit Christum Filium Dei, Deus in ilo manet, et 
ipse in Deo. Nos credimus testimonium Dei, quo 
testatus est de Filio suo. Qui Filium non habet, nec 
vitam habet. Non habet autem Filium, qui eum 
alium quam Filium credit.’ 

15 T have called the reader’s attention to the important fact that, 
throughout his treatise against Praxeas, St. John’s First Epistle, and 
especially the fifth chapter, is Tertullian’s chief New Testament 
authority. He repeatedly quotes from it, both formally and tacitly. 


T’o show how this Epistle was always present to his mind, I subjoin 
a list of the texts taken from it, dispersed throughout his works. 


1 John i. 10, ii. 1, 2, iii, 3-10, v. 16-18, . De Pudicitid, Op. p. 641. 
li. 19, iv. 2. : ‘ ‘ . De Prescript. Heret. p. 81. 
li, 8, (ii, 22, 23.—De Carne Christi, Op. p. 24] Advers. Marcion. p. 17. 
v. 20. : ; ; De Coron. Mil. p. 318. 


iv. 16, iv. 18. . De Fuga in Persec. p. 440. 
iil. 15, iv. 8. ; ; , . De Trinitate, p. 497. 
il. 15, 20,21. ; d . De Idololatr. p. 641. 


v. 6.—‘ Venerat enim per aquam et sanguinem, sicut Joannes scripsit.” 
—De Bapt. Op. p. 602. 


v. 7.— Ita connexus Patris in Filio, 


et Filii in Puracleto, t i 
shai res cfficit 


alterum ox altero, “Qui tres wnum sunt,” non unus 
carrey a dictum est, Ego et Pater unum sumus: ad substantia 
aia m, non ad numeri singularitatem.’—Advers. Pras. Op. 328. 
1 ae, . . . . Advers, Prax. Op. 333. 
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In his treatise against Praxeas, it is essential to 
our purpose to observe, Tertullian has one main ob- 
ject in his view, which he pursues consecutively, from 
its opening toitsclose. This object is, to set forth the 
New Testament revelations of the three-one doctrine 
of the Godhead. The three foregoing extracts enun- 
ciate compendiously these Scripture revelations. They 
are strictly connected parts, and vital links, of his 
argument, and can be rightly apprehended only when 
taken together and conjoined. 

In the first passage, Tertullian opens his subject 
with the institution of the Sacrament of Baptism, and 
with the revelation of the three-one doctrine first 
made by our Lord himself in that Divine ordinance: 
‘Custodiatur oixovozias Sacramentum, que unitatem 
in Trinitatem disponit, tres dirigens, Patrem, et 
Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum . . . unius autem sub- 
stantie:’ i.e. three Persons in one Name. 

In the second passage, he comments upon the 
Scripture term unum: on the peculiarity of its being 
used in the neuter gender: and upon its mystic sense 
as understood of the Trinity. And he so dwells 
upon this one point, as to show that, wherever he 
introduces unum in connection with the doctrine of 
the Trinity, he introduces it as a Scripture term.’ 


16 In his Treatise De Resurrectione Christi, Tertullian himself 
completely shuts the door against Porson’s assertion that his ‘ Qui 
tres unum sunt,’ are, or could possibly be, ‘his own words.’ For 
he here states categorically, that, on all points of faith and doctrine, 
both the orthodox and the heretics alike, used invariably the words 
of Scripture only.—‘ Sed ipsi [heretici scil.] de Scripturis agunt, ct 
. de Scripturis suadent. Aliunde scilicet suadere non possunt de rebus 
gi, NISI EX LITTERIS FINEI.’—Op. p. 74. 
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In the third passage, the conclusion of his treatise, 
he returns to the Sacrament of Baptism, and to the 
three-one doctrine of the Godhead as revealed in its 
‘in Patre, et Filio, et Spirita Sancto, secundum 
Christianum Sacramentum.’ But he returns to this 
first Gospel revelation only to advance upon it. He 
tells us categorically that it was not fally understood : 
‘qui et retro Filium et Spiritum predicatus non 
intelligebatur:’ that the doctrine delivered in the 
Sacrament of Baptism, required to be renewed; re- 
quired to be stated anew in clearer and contra-dis- 
tinctive terms; required, in a word, precisely such a 
statement as is found, and found only, in 1 John v. 7." 

This is the clear and only sense of the last words 
of the treatise against Praxeas.'® ‘Quod opus Evan- 


It is simply impossible that the man who lays down this rule as 
the universal canon of the whole Chnsatian world, should himself 
be guilty of departure from it in wordiag the highest article of the 
fuith—the doctrine of the Godhead. 

17 Tertallian indicates his familianty with this verse by the 
stress he lays on the necessity fur three witnesses on the most solemn 
occasions in the Gospel history: e.g. the Transfiguration. * Quid 
eos ignorasse voluit, quibus etiam gloriam suam exhibuit, et Morsen, 
et Heliam. et insuper de celo Pats vocem ? non quasi ceteros re- 
probans sed quoniam ¢n tribus testibus stabit omne verbum.—Op. 
p- @¢. The quotation is from St. Paul: but the omission of St. 
Paul's ‘ tro witnesses,” and the emphasis laid on the ‘ three witnesses,’ 
point, apparently, to the seventh and eighth verses of 1 John v. 

The following passage proves that he took the doctrine of the 
Godhead from Scripture only, and points, beyond all other Scriptures, 
to the seventh verse, which meets his words as no other text equally 
does : ‘ Scripture omnes et demonstrationem, et distinctionem, Trini- 
tatis ostendunt.’'—Adrers. Prur. Op. p. 320. 

'® A late writer on the controversy, just fallen into my hands, 
points out, in the treatise against Praxeas, decisive collateral proof of 
these words being quotation. I gladly avail myself of his acute 


1 John principally used adv. Praxeam, 155 


gelii, que est substantia Novi Testamenti,—si non 
exinde Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus tres crediti unum 
Deum sistunt ? Sic Deus voluit novare Sacramentum, 
ut nove unus crederetur per Filium et Spiritum; ut 
coram jam Deus in suis proprus nominibus et Per- 
sonis cognosceretur, qui et retrd Filium et Spiritum 
predicatus non intelligebatur. Viderint igitur Anti- 
christi qui negant Patrem et Filium.’ (The last 
words are 1 John ii. 18, 22.) 

This concluding sentence, taken alone, so points to 
the seventh verse as its only natural solution, that, 
if it stood alone, it might well be received as more 
than equivalent to more formal quotation. But 
when we find that St. John’s First Epistle is Ter- 
tullian’s chosen New Testament authority in this 
treatise, and that texts from that Epistle (ii. 18, 22; 
iv. 15, 16) are embedded in the very sentence before 
us, it seems impossible to qualify too strongly the 


criticism and independent authority. ‘Having had so frequently 
to refer to Tertullian, I will observe, it has struck me that justice 
has not been done to the passage commonly quoted from him as 
a reference to our text. (Adv. Prax. c. 25.) I think that, to see 
the full force of his expression, we must read further till we come to 
the following words: ‘ Nam et Spiritus substantia est Sermonis, et 
Sermo operatio Spiritus, e¢ duo unum sunt.” Tertullian certainly 
does not here refer to the passage he has already discussed so fully, 
“Ego et Pater unum sumus,” for it would not prove that the Son and 
Holy Ghost are one God. Yet he seems to allude to some text of 
equal force, where the Word and the Spirit are mentioned as being 
one, and this text can only be the one which he had already, in the 
passage commonly quoted, compared with that regarding the Father 
and the Son. He says, “‘ duo unum sunt,” because his argument at 
that moment, required not the mention ofall, and he was only allud- 
ing, not quoting.’ — Wiseman, Letters from Rome, pp. 69, 70. 
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scepticism that could continue to shut its eyes against 
compound evidence like this. 


‘ Quit tres unum sunt.’ 


Before parting with Tertullian and Professor Por- 
son, I would have one word more. The learned 
Professor affirms dogmatically, that St. John’s zp- 
sissima verba ‘Qui tres unum sunt,’ are not quotation, 
but ‘Tertullian’s own words.’® Now Tertullian him- 
self shall show that this is sheerly zmpossible. For it 
is a sheer impossibility that he could comment on his 
own words. But let him speak for himself: ‘Qui 
tres unum sunt, non unus: quomodo dictum est, Ego 
et Pater unum sumus.’ Here is regular exposition: 
exposition as of something not his own, and elucidated, 
immediately after, by an undoubted text of Scripture. 
Would Porson tell me, will any man tell me, that 
Tertullian, or any writer, would thus turn expositor 
of ‘his own words’? The paradox is too prepos- 
terous for refutation. Once held up to the light, it 
stands self-refuted. Yet upon the strength of this 


19 Porson’s assertion only betrays his own unacquaintedness with 
the characteristic style of this Father. Tertullian was the last of 
all writers to have originated such a saying. His dicta were always 
taken from previous authorities, The learncd Grabe has well 
described him: ‘Memoriam subiit mos Afri hujus scriptoris, perpetuo 
fere Veteres, qui ante ipsum scripserant, imitantes.’—Grabe, ap. 
Routh, Relig. Sac. i. p. 98. 

He who thus borrowed his ordinary sayings, would never origi- 
nate his ‘ Qui tres unum sunt,’ as his own dogma on the Trinity. 


He was a proverbial copyist; and, on so high a theme, could copy 
only Scripture, and the one unique text. 
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wretched paradox it is, that, ‘dazzled by the whistling 
of a name,’ the faith of numbers has been shaken; 
and Tertullian’s clear and literal quotation of one of 
the most peculiar texts in either Testament, the last 
clause of the disputed verse, has been abjudicated, and 
the Qui tres unum sunt set down as ‘Tertullian’s own 
words’! 70 


20 In his treatise on Baptism, be it specially noted, Tertullian ex- 
pressly represents the three Persons as witnesses: thereby showing 
unequivocally, that he had the two proof passages, St. Matthew 
xxvill. 19, and 1 John v. 7, simultaneously in his view.—‘ Nam si 
in tribus testibus stabit omne verbum DEI, quanto magis dum ha- 
bemus per benedictionem, eosdem arbitros fidei, quos et sponsores 
salutis, sufficit ad fiduciam spei nustre etiam numerus nominum 
Divinorum. Cum autem sub tribus, et testatio fidei [ i.e. ap. 1 John v.7] 
et sponsio salutis [i.e. ap. St. Matth. xxviii. 19] pignerentur, neces- 
sario adjicitur Ecclesis: mentio: quoniam ubi tres, id est Pater, et 
Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus, ibi Ecclesia, que Trium corpus est.’— 
Tertull. Op. p. 599. There is no escape from his double reference : 
his testatio fidei is 1 John v. 7: his sponsio salutis is St. Matth. 
xxvili. 19. A double tacit quotation. 

I was led to the discovery of this double reference, solely by the 
essentially distinctive force of the two expressions, testatio fidei, and 
sponsio salutis. But if Tertullian, in the subsequent context of this 
treatise, actually quotes from St. John’s First Epistle, and not only 
so, but directly cites the fifth chapter, and the verse immediately 
preceding the seventh; the inference from his preceding expressions 
becomes demonstration : his testatio fidet is the seventh verse. 

It is of importance to remark, that it was not until my inference 
had been drawn from his previous expressions, that I came upon 
his quotation of 1 John v. 6: the prelude to the testatio fidei of the 
three Heavenly Witnesses. Ilere is that prefatory verse, with 
Tertullian’s comment: ‘ Venerit enim per aquam et sanguinem, sicut 
Toannes scripsit, ut aqua tingeretur, sanguine glorificaretur. Pro- 
indé nos facere aqua vocatos, sanguine electos: hos duos baptismos 
de vulnere perfossi lateris emisit. Quia qui in sanguinem ejus 
crederent, aqua lavarentur: qui aqua lavissent, etiam sanguinem 
potarent. Hic est baptismus, qui lavacrum et non acceptum repre-— 
sentat, et perditam reddit.'—De Baptism. Op. p. 602. 
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Having proved that St. John’s First Epistle is Ter- 
tullian’s chief New Testament authority in his treatise 
against Praxeas; that he cspecially and repeatedly 
cites texts from the fifth chapter; that he adduces 
both the sixth and seventh verses of that chapter, 
while he takes no notice whatever of the undisputed 
eighth; that he opens his argument with the Sacra- 


Baptism being his sole subject in this treatise, it would obviously 
have been out of place to have cited here the seventh verse: but 
he cited it allusively by anticipation in his unmistakable phrase 
testatio fidet, predicated expressly of the three Persons of the Trinity, 
t.¢. of the three Heavenly Witnesses. 

It is remarkable, that he omits notice of the eighth, as well as of 
the seventh verse, although baptism is the common subject of it, and 
of the sixth. This, again, shows the fallacy of arguing from omissions, 
by the Fathers, of any texts. 

But the connection of Tertullian’s words, ‘Nam si tn tribus 
testibus stabit omne verbum De,’ with the seventh verse claims 
our still closer attention; and the words themselves a still closer 
examination. 

All the other witness texts speak of two or three witnesses. And 
all relate solely to judicial processes. The seventh verse alone 
refers to a wholly different witness—the witness of God—of the 
Trinity. It alone speaks absolutely of three witnesses, and these 
Divine. 

Now Tertullian’s words belong exclusively to this one text. He 
speaks absolutely of three Divine witnesses, the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost; and he speaks of them as the seventh verse alone 
warrants, not as judicial witnesses, but as witnesses to the Word of 
God, VErRBuM DEI. 

This one phrase fixes the reference of Tertullian to the seventh 
verse. The witness spoken of in the other texts has no reference 
whatever to the Word of God, or to any words, save those oc- 
curring in legal trials. The witness of the seventh verse, on the 
contrary, is God’s witness, the witness of the Trinity in Unity to 
the faith: to the Word of God. And this is the triple Divine 
witness here spoken of by Tertullian, and, therefore, his reference 
is to 1 John v. 7, which alone contains it. 
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ment of Baptism, and the three-one doctrine of the 
Godhead first revealed in that Divine ordinance, and 
closes it by a return to the mention of that Sacra- 
ment, accompanied by a statement of the renewal of 
its three-one doctrine, before imperfectly understood, 
in a new form of words, and in more explicit terms, in 
order that the proper names and Persons of the God- 
head might be more manifestly made known—‘Ut 
coram jam Deus in suis propriis nominibus et Per- 
sonis cognosceretur,'—and the Trinity in Unity un- 
mistakably, because antithetically, set forth,—‘'exinde 
Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus tres crediti unum Deum 
sistunt,’—having made good, as I humbly conceive, 
all these particulars, I consider that the fact of Ter- 
tullian’s words gut tres unum sunt being a tacit quo- 
tation from 1 John v. 7, can be no longer questioned 
by reasonable minds. The unreasonable (and such 
there will ever be) must be left to their own devices: 
‘There are many devices in a man’s heart (says the 
wise man), but the counsel of the Lord, that shall 
stand.’ I would only add, what is true of God’s 
counsel, is true of his Word. 

Having vindicated, in the foregoing searching 
analysis, our right to call in Tertullian as an in- 
dubitable witness to the authenticity of the seventh 
verse, I come now, in conclusion, to a passage which, 
lying hid in an undogmatic treatise, has equally 
passed unexamined by the adversaries and the up- 
holders of that proof text. This passage places him 
in the witness-box anew; and stands a fresh and 
independent example of tacit quotation. It occurs in 
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his book entitled De Pudicitid. The verbal identity 
of this passage with the seventh verse is so perfect, 
that one thing only is required to establish it as 
quotation: namely, that Tertullian, in the De Pu- 
dicitid, shall be found dealing specially with the First 
Epistle of St. John: and this one desideratum happily 
we possess. For not only does he, in this book, cite 
repeatedly from the First Epistle, but he formally 
quotes the fifth chapter (vv. 16, 17) at the opening, 
the first and third chapters in the intermediate 
context, and again the fifth chapter (vv. 16, 17) 
towards the close. It is, therefore, beyond all ques- 
tion that St. John’s First Epistle is here his special 
Scripture authority. 

It is by the light of these facts that we are now 
called to view the passage and the conclusion to 
which they lead the way. Here are Tertullian’s own 
words, near the close of the treatise :— 

‘Nam et ipse Ecclesia proprié et principaliter 
ipse est Spiritus, in quo est 7rinitas unius Divinitatis, 
Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus. [lam Ecclesiam 
congregat quam Dominus in Tribus posuit.’—Op. 
p-. 643. 

In his Trinitas unius Divinitatis, Pater, et Filius, 
et Spiritus Sanctus, we have both the Divine doctrine, 
and the three Divine Persons of 1 John v. 7: in his 
Dominus in Tribus posuit, we have the same doctrine 
and Persons, as previously revealed, as fully, though 
less antithetically, by our Lord himself, in the form 
of Baptism, St. Matthew xxviii. 19. 

When this double coincidence, upon a theme of 
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such awful moment, is coupled with the fact already 
pointed out, that Tertullian throughout the treatise 
is dealing with St. John’s First Epistle, and very 
specially with the fifth chapter, what rational in- 
ference can be drawn but one, namely, that his 
Trinitas unius Divinitatis, Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus 
Sanctus, is 1 John v. 7? 

The use of the ecclesiastical term 7rinitas, in this 
clause, is specially noticeable. After the Tpuas of 
Theophilus, it is its earliest known occurrence. It 
was obviously invented by neither, but prior to both. 
As I have largely shown in a former chapter, this 
term is simply the substantive form of St. John’s 
ot Tpeis. A technical title of the Godhead, used nearly 
contemporaneously at Antioch, and at Carthage, in 
the second century, must have had a previous common 
origin. Doubtless it originated near St. John’s time, 
and was the Church’s version of his ot Tpews. The 
title of Tertullian’s work, DE Trinitats, alone abund- 
antly argues the prior universality, and therefore the 
previous long standing, of the appellation. 

In considering proposed examples of Patristic 
reference or quotation, the reader should keep 
constantly in mind that the three-one mystery in the 
Godhead, is the peculiarity, and the essence, of the 
seventh verse; and that, wherever this antithetical 
combination occurs in the Fathers, it must be taken 
from that verse, the only text which contains it. 

A point to be equally borne in mind in considering 
the passage before us from the ‘ De Pudicitia,’ is, that 
this passage and the Qu: tres unum sunt, proceeded jro.n 

- oM 
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the same pen; and that neither, consequently, can be 
justly judged of without collation with the other. 
To see their relation in its true light, they should be 
seen as here presented, face to face. 


Advers. Praxeam, Op. p. 328. De Pudicitid, Op. p. 643. 
‘Sicut ipee de Patre, ita con- ‘Tpse Ecclesia proprie et prin- 
nexus Patris in Filio, et Filii cipaliter ipse est Spiritus, in quo 
in Paracleto, tres efficit cohe- est Trinitas unius Divinita- 
rentes, ulterum ex altero. Qui tis, Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus 
tres unum sunt, non unus.’ Sanctus.’ 


The two passages, thus taken together, contain and 
give us nearly the whole seventh verse. Porson 
(p. 246) conveniently buries under an obscure allusion 
the passage from the ‘De Pudicitid.’ It was his plain 
duty to have produced and refuted its alleged witness 
to the seventh verse, if he could. The trick of con- 
troversy is palpable. 

But Tertullian’s knowledge and employment of the 
seventh verse can be still more fully brought to light 
from a passage in his works which has not hitherto 
been introduced into the argument. This passage 
occurs in his treatise on Baptism. In the context in 
question, it calls for special notice. He represents the 
three Persons of the Godhead as they are represented 
in the seventh verse, and there alone in the whole 
Bible, as witnesses ; thereby clearly evincing that he 
had the two proof-passages, viz. St. Matthew xxviii. 
19, and | John v. 7, simultaneously in his view: 
‘Nam si in tribus testibus stabit omne verbum Dx, 
quantO magis dum habemus per benedictionem [i.e. 
the baptismal blessing] eosdem arbitros fidei quos et 
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sponsores salutis. Sufficit ad fiduciam spei nostre 
etiam numerus nominum Divinorum. Chm autem 
sub tribus, et testatio fide: [i.e. ap. 1 John v. 7] et 
sponsio salutis [i.e. ap. St. Matthew xxviii. 19], 
pignerentur, necessarid adjicitur Ecclesia mentio: 
quoniam ubi tres, id est, Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus 
Sanctus, ibi Ecclesia, que Trrum corpus est.’—Op. 
p. 599. There is no escape from his twofold reference 
in this passage: his testatio fide: is 1 John v. 7: his 
sponsio salutis is St. Matthew xxviii. 19. A double 
tacit quotation. I was led to the discovery of this 
double reference, ‘solely by the essentially distinctive 
force of the two expressions, et ¢estatio fider, et sponsio 
salutis—‘ both the witness of the faith, and the pledge 
of salvation.’ 

But if Tertullian, in the subsequent context of this 
treatise, actually quotes from St. John’s First Epistle, 
and not only so, but directly cites the fifth chapter, 
and the verse immediately preceding the seventh, 
my inference from his previous expressions becomes 
demonstration: his testatio fide: is the seventh verse. 

It is of importance to remark that it was not until 
my inference as to its tacit quotation had been drawn 
from his previous expressions that I came upon his 
formal quotation of 1 John v. 6: the prelude to the 
testatio fidei of the three Heavenly Witnesses. Here is 
that introductory verse, with Tertullian’s comment 
on it :— 

‘Venerit enim per aquam et sanguinem, sicut 
Ioannes scripsit, ut aqua tingeretur, sanguine glorifi- 
caretur. Proinde nos facere aqua vocatos, sanguine 

u 2 
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electos: hos duos baptismos de vulnere perfossi lateris 
emisit. Quia qui in sanguinem ejus crederent, aqu& 
lavarentur : qui aqua lavissent etiam sanguinem 
potarent. Hic est baptismus, qui lavacrum et non 
acceptum representat, et perditum reddit.’—De Bap- 
tismo, Op. p. 602. | 

Baptism being the sole subject of his treatise, it 
would obviously have been out of place to have cited 
the seventh verse in this context. But he had cited 
it allusively by anticipation in his unmistakable 
phrase testatio fide: : a phrase predicated expressly of 
the three Persons of the Trinity: i.e. of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses. 

While thus clearly referring to the seventh, it is 
very remarkable that he wholly omits notice of the 
eighth verse, although baptism is the common subject 
of it and of the sixth. This shows the fallaciousness 
of arguing (as Porson and others have done) from 
omissions by the Fathers of any text or texts. 

But the connection of Tertullian’s words—‘ Nam 
si in tribus testibus stabit omne verbum Der1’—with 
the seventh verse, claims still closer attention, and the 
words themselves a more anatomical examination. 

All the other witness-texts (if we may so term 
them), in both Testaments, speak of ‘two or three 
witnesses,’ and all relate exclusively to judicial pro- 
cesses. The seventh verse alone refers to a wholly 
different witness——the witness of God — of the 
Trinity in Unity. It alone speaks absolutely of three 
witnesses, and these Divine: ‘the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Ghost.’ 
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Now Tertullian’s words belong exclusively to this 
one text. He speaks, like it, absolutely of three Divine 
Witnesses, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. 
And he speaks of them, as the seventh verse alone is 
his Scripture warrant for speaking, not as judicial 
witnesses, but as witnesses to the faith—to God’s 
word—vERBUM DEI. 

This one phrase, verbum Dei, seals the reference of 
Tertullian to the seventh verse. The witness spoken 
of in all the other witness-texts, has no reference 
whatever to the words of God, or to any words save 
those occurring in legal trials. The witness of the 
seventh verse, on the contrary, is God’s witness, the 
witness of the Trinity in Unity, to the faith—to the 
words of God’s truth. Now, this is the triple Divine 
witness here specified by Tertullian; and, conse- 
quently, his reference here is to 1 John v. 7, which 
alone contains it, and is the only Scripture warrant 
for his language. 

There is one more mark of the passage here 
analyzed being founded wholly on the seventh verse, 
to set which in the proper light requires a special 
examination of the sentence itself, and very specially 
of its closing words, in connection with an illustrative 
parallel clause in a distant part of the context. The 
point obviously the most important to bring home, is, 
that, in speaking here of the three Divine Witnesses, 
Tertullian is speaking of them in the language of the 
seventh verse as heavenly witnesses, i.e. as bearing their 
witness in and from heaven. s our first step in the 
proof of this point, I call upon the reader to note his 
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introduction of THE CHURCH as indissolubly united 
with the three Divine Persons. ‘Cum autem sub 
tribus, et testatio fidei, et sponsio salutis, pignerentur, - 
necessario adjicitur Ecclesia mentio: quoniam ubi tres, 
id est Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus; ibi Ecclesia, 
que Trium corpus est.’ Here is indissoluble union 
of the Church with the three Divine Witnesses. The 
only question that can arise is, of which Church he 
speaks,_the Church on earth, or the Church in 
heaven? If of the latter, then his three witnesses 
are also spoken of as ‘zn heaven.’ He shall be his 
own interpreter. In the distant context he happily 
explains himself: the Church spoken of in the passage 
is ‘in heaven:’ Una Ecclesia in celis. His three 
witnesses, therefore, are St. John’s three witnesses of 
the seventh verse: ‘ There are three that bear witness 
in heaven.’ 

The conclusion, indeed, follows inevitably from the 
terms of his proposition: for only of the Church in 
heaven could be predicated an indissoluble and eternal 
union as the body with the Persons of the Trinity: 
but his words, ‘una Ecclesia in ceelis,’ supersede all 
arguments.”" 

In the treatise de Baptismo, therefore, we have the 
disjecta membra of the whole seventh verse. 


21 The nullity of the negative argument from the absence of 
Scripture quotations in the Fathers may be well exposed from 
Tertullian. In his treatise on the Trinity, occupying twenty-two 
folio pages, he equally omits the baptismal text, St. Matthew xxviii. 
19, and that of the three Heavenly Witnesses. He argues on the 
doctrine without any direct or formal Scripture quotation : yet with 
clear allusion to both these proof-texts. 
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St. CyYpRIAN. 


The fair and natural conclusion of unprejudiced 
intellect, that St. Cyprian’s ‘et hi tres unum sunt,’ 
equally with Tertullian’s ‘Qui tres unum sunt,’ are 
directly rendered from otrot ot tpets & eto, Porson 
endeavours in vain to overturn. We submit the 
passage from St. Cyprian once more to the reader’s 
attention: ‘Dicit et Dominus, Ego et Pater unum 
sumus. Et iterum scriptum est de Patre, et Filio, et 
Spiritu Sancto, Et hi tres unum sunt.’ ”? 

The impartial consideration of these words would 


22 Apropos to this celebrated quotation, I cannot refrain from 
introducing an anecdote which has just reached me. It comes from 
one of the most eminent Biblical scholars of the nineteenth century. 
I give it in his own words, all the more valuable because not an 
advocate of the seventh verse. ‘The Dean of once told me 
he wondered how I could think Cyprian favourable to the disputed 
passage: my reply was, that I marvelled that any candid mind could 
think otherwise.’ 

This is in truth the only judgment that ‘a candid mind’ could 
pronounce upon the passage. But it involves consequences far 
beyond what the learned respondent contemplated ; for to pronounce 
the passage of ‘Cyprian favourable to the disputed passage’ is ipso 
facto to pronounce it genuine. For as certainly as St. Cyprian had 
it in his MSS., so certainly is it so. His MSS., whether Greek 
or Latin, were older by three or four centuries than our oldest 
extant Greek MSS. There existed no controversy to bias, and no 
object to be gained by the quotation. The only question open to 
discussion is, Does St. Cyprian quote the text? If he does, it was 
the received reading of the original in his time. That he does quote 
it, I hold with my learned correspondent to be certain. I only add 
that this certainty necegsarily implied and involves the genuineness 
of the seventh verse. Whoever admits the one proposition, admits 
the other. 
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render impossible the reception of an explanation of 
them so warped and incoherent as that invented by 
Porson.” But he has further been already, by antici- 
pation, so completely confuted by Knittel (see p. 64, 
ante), that, save to acknowledge the services rendered 


23 The theological views, or tendencies, of the opponents of the 
seventh verse is matter for the gravest consideration. For pre- 
existing views, or tendencies, will naturally and necessarily have 
a certain influence in biassing the judgment. Obvious as is the 
point, I apprehend it has never had the attention it demands. 
While the advocates of the disputed text, the Complutensian editors, 
Melancthon, the two Stephens’s, Mill, Bengel, Knittel, were all 
Catholic Christians; its adversaries, Pére Simon, Wetstein, Griesbach, 
Semler, Michaélis, Porson, were, one and all, if not avowed, known 
or suspected Unitarians and rationalists. Apart from the evid- 
ences, they were antagonistic to the text; and their bias appears 
throughout their treatment of the evidences. In a word, they are 
to be regarded as ‘a packed jury.’ Whatever be the evidences, 
when we know that a man is of Unitarian sentiments, we know, 
antecedently, that he is an adversary to the authenticity of the 
verse. The jury may consult with all the forms of law, but, ere 
entering the box, the foreman carries the verdict in his pocket. 
But, however true of the opponents of the text, this cannot be 
objected to its advocates: Mill and Bengel, on Porson’s own con- 
fession, have balanced the: evidences with exemplary impartiality. 

In painful contrast with this upright course, mark Griesbach’s 
shuffling conduct. It is well exposed by Bishop Burgess: ‘ He 
conducts the inquiry contrary to his own rules for judging of the 
true reading of any passage. In his “Symbole Critice,” the con- 
sideration of the interna bonitas of a reading, precedes that of the 
external evidence. ‘In judicandis lectionibus spectatur primo inter- 
na earum bonitas, que pluribus rebus cernitur: secundo testium 
(codicum, versionum, Patrum) antiquorum et bonorum consensus.” 
But in his diatribe on 1 John v. 7, he consumes four-and-twenty 
pages on the testimony of manuscripts, versions, and Fathers, and 
gives a single paragraph of half a page to the internal evidence, 
introducing it with these words: “ Tandem tribus verbis attingimus 
argumenta intima.” And even of that short paragraph, the greater 


part belongs to the external evidence.’— Vindication of 1 John 
v. 7, pp. 3, 4. 
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to the truth by its last-named zealous champion, we 
need dwell no longer on the point.”* 


POSTSCRIPT. 


Upon the subject of Scripture quotations, with 
reference to the Fathers generally, what they have 
done is the only sound test of the reasonableness or 
unreasonableness of what they are expected to do. 
Now, all conversant with the matter are aware, that, 
upon every important question of theology, the Fathers 
are expected commonly to quote those Scriptures which 
bear most directly upon the points at issue, and, in 
doubtful or disputed passages, the absence of Patristic 
quotation is uniformly urged as a powerful argument 
against the genuineness of such texts. In the instance 


44 Knittel’s anatomical analysis of the evidence for the text supplied | 
by the three African Fathers (the result of a profound study of their 
whole works) is one of the most confounding exposures, at once, of 
the disgraceful nescience, and the still more discreditable unfairness, of 
the adversaries, to be met with throughout the annals of theological 
controversy. His vindication, in particular, of the tres unum sunt 
of Tertullian, St. Cyprian and St. Augustin, as a Scripture quotation 
—a point which alone settles the whole question—is unanswerably 
conclusive. Yet it is of this critic, and of this work, that Michaélis 
has had the unblushing audacity to pen the following sentence: 
‘ After a lapse of about thirty years, the learned Knittel undertook 
another defence of the disputed passage, in his “ New Criticisms on 
1 John v. 7,” printed at Brunswick, in 1785. This is a valuable 
work, and much useful information may be derived from it: but 
in the proof of the principal point, the author has totally failed.’— 
Introd. New Testament, vol. iv. p. 4138. Having myself exposed 
Michaélis’ like arrogant assertions in my work on Hebrews, I simply 
pronounce this a daring 6 airoc é¢n. 
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of the controversy upon the seventh verse of 1 John v. 
it is scarcely needful to remark that this way of 
arguing has been carried to an extent unprecedented 
in any other case of Scripture quotation. The alleged 
absence of Patristic quotation of this most peculiar 
text, has been triumphantly urged by all its impugners 
as decisive proof of spuriousness, and, by many, weight 
has been allowed to the argument. 

I would test its value, then, from a treatise of 
Tertullian. This great ancient has a whole book in 
twenty-two folio pages, specially devoted to the subject 
of the Trinity. If, therefore, the two great proof 
texts, St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7, were 
expected to be met with anywhere in his writings, we 
must expect them here. But, what is the matter of 
fact? not only neither of these standard proof passages 
is adduced, but not a single leading text of Scripture 
is cited throughout the treatise in support of its doc- 
‘trine of the Godhead. Texts, indeed, are so intro- 
duced fragmentally throughout, that the treatise is in 
great part a tessera of Scripture: but Tertullian’s 
reasonings and arguments are all in ‘his own words.’ 
He introduces many minute Scriptures as bearing 
upon the doctrine: but he does not anchor upon one. 
The whole is a piece of subtile argumentation, directed 
to meet the heresies of the day: a Thomas Aquinas 
lecture. But, if this be the case in a book exclusively 
devoted to the subject of the Trinity, what becomes 
of the demand of Porson, and so many beside, for a 
full and formal quotation of the seventh verse in 
Tertullian’s other and more miscellaneous writings? 
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It happens, however, that in his ‘ Liber de Trinitate,’ 
he does quote, and quotes twice, from St. John’s First 
Epistle. But, what is the amount of these quotations? 
The reader will see, for here they are. ‘Nam et 
Ioannes, Deum nemo (inquit) vidit unquam.’ And, 
2: ‘Invenimus enim scriptum esse quod Deum Charitas 
dictus sit.’ Both fragmental quotations from the 
fourth chapter, and next door to the seventh verse, 
but only aphorisms: not one word upon the doctrine 
of the Epistle. So much for Porson, and his cry as to 
non-quotation of the whole seventh verse. The quo- 
tation of its last and vital clause in the book against 
Praxeas stands now above all his cavils. 

But while neither of the proof-texts is formally 
cited in the Liber de Trinitate, this book contains a 
passage bearing strong internal marks of being drawn 
from the seventh verse: I might say, of being 
Tertullian’s version of that celebrated text: for, taken 
in connection with the opening words of the treatise, 
it brings in the three Persons of the Trinity; and 
brings them in as bearing witness to the Divinity of 
Christ. The Liber de Trinitate opens with an 
announcement of the rule of faith, as springing from 
the ayy) S8edrytos, the supreme Godhead of the 
Father: ‘Regula exigit veritatis ut primo omnium 
credamus in Deum Patrem et Dominum omnipotentem.’ 
The rule of truth thus laid down primarily in the 
originating Deity of God the Father, Tertullian resumes 
in his after discourse, by proceeding to set forth the 
coequal Deity of God the Son, and of God the Holy 
Ghost: with special notification, that, in so doing, he 
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is returning to follow up his starting-point, the Rule 
of Truth. 

Having laid his foundation in the supreme Godhead 
of the Father, in the passage now to be submitted he 
proceeds to build on it by laying down the further 
doctrine of the Deity of the Paraclete, or third Person 
of the Trinity, not isolatedly, but represented as 
emanating from the Deity of the Son, the second 
Person. This representation he, in the next place, 
connects with the seventh verse with a specialty 
applicable to no other Scripture, by introducing the 
Paraclete in the character of A WITNESS: as a Witness 
to the Godhead of the Son, and not only so, but as 
deriving his title of Witness, through and from the 
Son, even as the Son, as all will allow, derived his 
own from the Father. But this is the seventh verse. 
And this doctrine of a triple Divine Witness, he 
recapitulates to be the Regula veritatis. 

With this preliminary notice, I leave this most 
significant and self-explicative passage to speak for 
itself, as Tertullian’s paraphrase of the seventh verse. 
‘Si a Christo accepit [Paracletus] que nuntiet, non 
est homo tantum Christus, & quo accepit Paracletus 
Deus non minor: quoniam nec Paracletus a Christo 
acciperet, nisi Deus Christus esset. Christus ergo se 
Deum esse hoc ipso probat, quod ab eo accepit Para- 
cletus quee nuntiet, ut Testimon1um Christi Divinitatis 
grande sit, dum ab illo Paracletus sumit que ceteris 
tradit.’—Tertull. De Trinitate, Op. p. 509. 

The vital connection of this passage with the 
exordium of the treatise is demonstrated by the 
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common designation of both contexts as the rule of 
truth.» The opening words of the treatise are, 
‘ Regula exigit veritatis ut primo omnium credamus 
in Deum Patrem.’ The immediate sequel of the 
above-quoted passage is: ‘Est ergo credendum 
secundum prescriptam reguam in Deum unum 
verum Deum, et in eum quem misit Jesum Christum 
consequenter, qui se nequaquam Patri, ut diximus, 
junxisset, nisi Deum quoque,’ &c. 

The regula veritatis, or prescriptam regulam, here 
spoken of, is obviously the doctrine of the Trinity in 
Unity, as laid down in the above quotation: in other 
words, it is the seventh verse, which alone contains in 
full the doctrine of Divine witness, the triune testi- 
mony.” 


25 In his treatise ‘De Virginibus Velandis,’ he entitles this rule, 
‘The Rule of Faith.’ Both expressions alike intending the re- 
ceived primitive creed, or confession of faith in the Persons of the 
Godhead, and in its Unity. Buta creed long established as a rule 
so early as the age of Tertullian, and long prior to any general 
council, bespeaks itself to have been drawn directly from Scripture, 
i.e. from 1 John v. 7. 

36 The Regula veritatis is the key-note of this treatise, and never 
is lost sight of throughout. As it is applied to the Godhead of the 
Father at the opening, and to the Godhead of the Paraclete in the 
passage above-cited, so, in the middle, it is applied to the Godhead 
of the Son: ‘Eadem regula veritatis docet nos credere post Patrem 
etiam in Filium Dei Christum Jesum Dominum Deum nostrum, sed 
Dei Filium hujus Dei, qui et unus et solus est, conditor scilicet 
rerum omnium, ut jam et superitus expressum est.’—Op. p. 498. 
Compare this Confession with that in the book ‘ De Prescript. adv. 
Heret.’ Op. p. 73. 

27 The way in which Tertullian, again and again, points exclu- 
sively to this highest legal testimony, seems significantly to indicate 
allusion to the seventh verse. The law of Moses leaves a latitude 
of ‘two or three witnesses.’ But Tertullian speaks exclusively of 
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But that Tertullian is here dealing with the text of 
the three Heavenly Witnesses, comes out still more 
transparently, when we find from his expressions that 
he had his eye upon the entire context of 1 John v. 6-9. 
This context opens with the witness of the Spirit: 76 
TIvevpa éore 76 paptupovv. And it is the witness of 
the Spirit that Tertullian, also, places in the fore- 


THREE. Thus, in his treatise ‘De Prescript. advers. Heret.,’ where 
he introduces the scene of the Transfiguration, we find him dwelling 
with special emphasis upon the three human witnesses of that 
glorious transaction, Peter, James, and John: ‘ Quid eos ignorasse 
voluit, quibus etiam gloriam suamw exhibuit, et Moysen, et Heliam, 
et insuper de celo Patris vocem? non quasi ceteros reprobans, sed 
quoniam in tribus testibus stabit omne verbum.’ Again, in the 
fourth book against Marcion, reverting to the same scene, he lays 
the same emphatic stress upon the ¢riple human witness, as essential 
to the proof of this manifestation of Christ’s glory: ‘Non alterius 
deportandum Christum quam Creatoris, cujus omnem et hic ordinem 
expressit. Zres de discentibus arbitros future visionis et vocis 
assumit: et hoc Creatoris est. In tribus, inquit, testibus stabit 
omne verbum.’—Op. p. 212 (Conf. De Baptismo, p. 599). Now 
these repeated references to the three earthly witnesses of Christ's 
glory, though made without allusion to the seventh verse, bear 
significant internal marks of being suggested by it. The pre- 
termission of the ‘two,’ and the exclusive stress laid upon the 
number ‘three,’ in the Mosaic law of witness, must, we may justly 
infer, have had a definite reason, and Scriptural authorization. 
And both are presented, and presented solely, by the seventh verse. 
Viewed by its light, the three earthly witnesses of the transfiguration 
stand a lively symbol of the three Hleavenly Witnesses. And Ter- 
tullian’s curtailed quotation stands explained and justified by a 
higher Scripture: viz. 1 John v. 7. 

But his exclusive notice of ‘ three witnesses’ is brought home 
to the seventh verse by a passage already cited from his treatise 
De Baptismo, in which he speaks of the three Divine Persons in that 
Sacrament as ‘ Witnesses,’ and expressly terms their heavenly 
witness ‘ Testimonium Baptismi.’—Op. pp. 599, 600. 

Here, then, are the three Heavenly Witnesses: the seventh 
verse only could give birth to such language and definition. 
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ground alone, while, with St. John, he describes it as 
emanating from the Son. Again, St. John character- 
izes the Spirit as the truth: ore 76 TIvetpa éorw 
adnQOeia. This definition is peculiar to 1 John v. 6. 
Now this being so, it is a most remarkable coincidence, 
a coincidence so remarkable as to be strongly in- 
dicative of quotation, that Tertullian defines the 
prescriptam regulam of which he treats in the ‘ De 
Trinitate,’ as regula veritatis. Now where his subject 
is, the witness of the Paraclete emanating through the 
Son from the Father—in other words, the three-one 
witness of 1 John v. 7—a verbal coincidence like this, 
as pregnant as it is minute, for it is a definition, a 
definition common to ‘ the Spirit,’ and ‘ the Rule ’— 
is about the most significant single note of quotation 
that verbal coincidence could supply. 

Take all together—the doctrine of a triune Divine 
witness their common theme—the Holy Ghost, in 
both contexts, the leading Heavenly Witness—and 
St. John’s ‘Spirit of truth’ reflected by Tertullian’s 
‘Rule of truth,’—and do we not read a clear para- 
phrase of the seventh verse? Its title praescripta 
reguia marks it out as already (a.p. 200) a rule of 
long standing, originating in Apostolic times. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 


Witness of the most ancient extant MS. of the Vulgate : 
Monastery of La Cava. 


THE laboured attempts of Griesbach, Porson, and 
others, to lower the antiquity of all MSS. of the 
Vulgate which contain the disputed verse, gives the 
highest importance to any discovery of a MS. or MSS. 
containing that text, incontestably anterior by cen- 
turies to the oldest MSS. hitherto brought into 
evidence upon the question. 

Now such a MS. happily has been recovered, since 
Griesbach’s and Porson’s time, in the library of the 
monastery of La Cava, between Naples and Salerno. 
I give the account of it in the words of an authority 
already noticed. 

‘It is obviously a matter of the greatest importance 
that all accessible evidence upon this important 
question should be laid before the public, and my 
principal object in now addressing you, is to commu- 
nicate my observations upon two Latin manuscripts 
of a date anterior to any hitherto attributed to those 
containing the verse, by the opposers of its genuine- 
ness; which, however, will be shown to contain it. 

‘The first document to which I beg the attention 
of critics is a beautiful manuscript of the Vulgate 
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preserved in the venerable Benedictine monastery of 
La Cava, situated between Naples arid Salerno. . . It is 
written on a beautiful vellum in large quarto, each 
page, like the celebrated Vatican MS. (1209), con- 
tains three columns. There is no division between 
the words, except by an occasional point. The 
character is exceedingly minute; the initial letters of 
paragraphs are somewhat larger, and stand out of the 
lines; the marginal notes are written so small as to 
require a good lens in order to decipher them. A 
very detailed description has, however, been published 
of our manuscript by the Abbé Royau, who has 
carefully collected all those characteristics which can 
have any weight in deciding its age (Lettre 4 M. le 
Bibliothécaire du Roi de Naples, ib. 1822). I will 
give the result of his investigation. 

‘Of the thirty-one characteristics noticed by him, 
thirteen are mentioned in the Traité de Diplomatique, 
as decisive of very high antiquity ; five as designating 
a period anterior to the ninth century; three as in- 
dicative of at least the eighth; four as decisive of the 
seventh at latest; and four as characteristic of the 
sixth. The two remaining ones are too vague to be 
of any use (pp. 13¢-144). It is true that the Abbé 
Royau himself suggests some difficulties against 
attributing an excessive antiquity to this manuscript, 
grounded principally upon the small size, and minus- 
cular form, of some of the letters. But he solves 
these objections by citing examples of similar letters 
in manuscripts of the fifth century: and it is with 
extreme surprise that his readers find him concluding, 

N 
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that this MS. is only one thousand years old. This 
conclusion seems, from his expressions, to proceed, 
not so much from his premises, as from his fear to be 
thought extravagant in his praise (p. 148). Indeed 
it may not be out of place to remark, that many 
mistakes may be committed through the idea, too 
prevalent since the promulgation of the Maurist di- 
plomatic canons, that majuscular letters, exclusively, 
were prevalent in the early centuries. Some more 
current character must have been in ordinary use, 
and a strong evidence of this is to be found in a most 
valuable manuscript of St. Hilary, preserved in the 
Archivium of the Chapter of St. Peter’s: at the end 
of which is a note in a character as connected and 
rapid as any modern could be supposed to write, to 
the following effect: “‘ Contuli in nomine Domini Jesu 
Christi, apud Kasulis constitutus, anno quarto decimo 
Transamundi regis.” This note was therefore written 
in the year 505, and consequently the manuscript, 
whose recensor added it, must be still more ancient. 
Now the forms of the letters in this valuable manu- 
script resemble much those of the La Cava manuscript: 
and upon the strength of this similarity, the learned 
and experienced Monsignor Mai has no hesitation in 
considering the latter as of the seventh century at 
latest: it may be even more ancient. The antiquity 
of this document is still further confirmed by the 
peculiarities of its text; which, however, is that of 
St. Jerome. 

‘I will now proceed to give the portion of the first 
Kpistle of St. John which contains the verse of the 
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three Heavenly Witnesses, commencing at the fourth 
verse of the fifth chapter, and preserving the exact 
order and orthography of the words, and its marginal 
annotations. 


* Etarius Quoniam homne quod natum est ex deo vincit mun- 


ey cre. dum Fides nra. Quis est autem qui vincit mundum 
# Si eoritan nisi qui credit quia* Ihs filius dei est. hic est qui 
quo modo cre venit per aquam et sanguinem et spm Ihs Xp¢ 


atura quum . . ° - 
dceatanic wer Et non in aqua solum sed in aqua et sanguine et spiro 


esse possit, Spiritus* est qui testificatur qam Ihs est veritas. 
denique de Quia tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra. 


nullo angelo os ; ; < 
rum legitur Spiritus et aqua et sanguis: et hic tres unum sunt, in 


ane veritas Xpo Thu. Et tres sunt qui testimonium dicunt in 
81 ° = ee 

* Audiat hoe caclo, Pater ; verbum. et Sps. et hii tres hunum sunt. 
ariuset ceteri Si testimonium hominum accipimus, &c. 


‘A few simple observations will close my account 
of this interesting document. 

‘1. In the fourth verse we have a very remarkable 
example of the power of that “ all-devouring monster 
omoioteleuton,” as I think Porson somewhere facetiously 
calls it. To my less experienced readers, it may be 
necessary to mention, that, in sacred, as in profane 
criticism, one of the most fertile sources of omission 
in manuscripts, is a similarity of words occurring near 
to one another. The transcriber’s eye is taken from 
his original at the first passage, and, upon returning 
to it, catches; by mistake, the same word lower down, 
and thus the whole intermediate portion is omitted in 
the transcript. This similarity of termination con- 
stitutes what is technically called an omoioteleuton. 
It is generally supposed, by the writers in defence of 
our verse, that it has been lost in Greek manuscripts 
by a mistake of this sort, in consequence of thie 

N 2 
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passage immediately preceding it ending with the 
same words. Now, as I just remarked, our manu- 
script, in the first two lines I have transcribed, affords 
us an interesting illustration of the facility of such a 
mistake. Before Fides nostra are omitted the words, 
et hec est victoria que vincit mundum; doubtless 
because the preceding clause ended likewise with 
vincit mundum, so that the copyist’s eye was misled. 
How easily might a similar mistake have been com- 
mitted at the seventh verse. 

‘2. In this manuscript, the eighth verse comes 
before the seventh; and Griesbach has in fact remarked, 
that, this 1s the case in the most ancient manuscripts. 
‘“‘Antiquiores fere anteponunt comma octavum sep- 
timo.” 

‘3. The dogmatical use made of this text in the 
margin is likewise worthy of very particular attention. 
The very carnest manner in which every argument 
for the Divinity of Christ seems urged by the writer 
of the notes would almost lead us to suppose that 
they were written during the Arian controversy. The 
energeticand pithy annotation, audiat hoc Arius et ceteri, 
demonstrates better than the largest commentary 
could have done, the force which the writer attributed 
to our verse, and the total absence from his mind of 
any doubt of its genuineness. The second note may 
appear a little obscure, from the omission [in the text 
of the MS.] of the second member of an antithesis. 
Tt says, that a creature might indeed be said to be 
true, but could not with propriety be called the truth. 

‘To conclude, we have here a Latin manuscript 
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which contains the verse, antcrior by at least three 
centuries to the date allowed by its adversaries for its 
admission into the text, and the document shows, 
at the same time, the dogmatical use made of the 
passage.’— Wiseman, Letters, pp. 7-12. 

Upon this account of the La Cava MS. I would 
make the following remarks. 

1. In the date assigned by him to this manuscript, 
the seventh century, the critic’s conclusion scarcely 
does justice to his premises. For, if the similarity of 
its characters to those of the MS. of St. Hilary in the 
Chapter Record Office of St. Peter’s be an argument 
at all, it is undeniably an argument for the La Cava 
MS. being of the fifth century, the unquestionable 
date of the St. Hilary manuscript. This date seems 
further favoured by the marginal note of its ancient 
annotator, ‘ Audiat hoc Arius et ceteri,’ which I 
agree with our authority ‘would almost lead us to 
suppose that these notes were written during the 
Arian controversy.’ As against Griesbach and Porson, 
however, the seventh century is as decisive as the 
fifth, since both deny the existence of any MS. of the 
Vulgate containing the disputed text dating prior to 
the tenth century. The La Cava MS. completely 
quashes their verdict. 

2. The various reading of dicunt for dant in the 
seventh verse, common to this and another MS. 
presently to be noticed, seems indicative of a still 
more ancient common original MS. 

3. The addition of Spzritum twice is a very note- 
worthy variation. 
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To resume quotation from these ‘ Letters:’ the 
author proceeds to fresh MS. evidence. ‘The second 
authority to which I wish to call the attention of 
critics is of still greater interest; it is that not merely 
of a Scriptural manuscript, but of an ancient author 
quoting it [i.e. a more ancient MS.] for the express 
purpose of demonstrating the Trinity. 

‘In the library of Santa Croce in Gerusalemme is 
preserved a manuscript containing two ecclesiastical 
treatises. The second is the work of St. Cyprian 
ad Quirinum. The first bears no title at the com- 
mencement by the original transcriber; but its ter- 
mination is as follows: Ezplicit liber testimoniorum. 

‘The work consists of upwards of one hundred 
heads, including the most important points of Christian 
belief and practice. Upon each of these subjects all 
the text[s] of the Old and New Testaments are 
given, without a single remark or illustration. Inthe 
main, the work is nearly the same as was published 
under the title of St. Augustine’s Speculum by Jerome 
Vignier (S. Aur. Aug. Op. Paris. 1655, i. 517). 
But it differs in one most important particular, that 
the text used in our manuscript is not the version of 
St. Jerome in the Old, nor his correction in the New 
Testament, but the old Vulgate, found in the quotations 
of the Fathers, and collected in the great works of 
Nobilius, Bianchini, and Sabbatier. It in fact sup- 
plies many lacun@ in the latter invaluable work, and 
is therefore a precious addition to our stores of sacred 
criticism. 

‘The manuscript itself is a quarto on vellum; the 


Description of Santa Croce MS. 183 


character is uncial and square, resembling in form 
and size the Latin of the Codex Beze or Cambridge 
MS. of the New Testament. It is, on the whole, 
beautifully written. . . There can be no danger in 
attributing [it] to the sixth or seventh century. 

‘To come now to the most important point, this 
work quotes the text of the Heavenly Witnesses, as a 
dogmatical proof of the Trinity. In the second 
chapter, which is entitled, De Distinctione Personarum, 
fol. 19, ver. we have the following passage. Item 
Johannis in epistula. .. . Item illei Tres sunt qui 
testimonium dicunt in calo pater verbum et spiritus. 
et hi tres unum sunt. I need hardly point out to my 
readers the coincidence between this manuscript and 
the one above quoted, in the use of the word dicunt 
instead of dant. It is the reading of Idatius Clarus 
(Vigilius Tapsensis), the oldest ecclesiastical writer 
who quotes this portion of the text, 12-15. 

‘There is another circumstance, which brings this 
treatise to a later period. After the section which 
we have quoted for the text of St. John, is another 
directed expressly to prove the Divinity of the Holy 
Ghost. This gives reason to suppose, that the con- 
troversy upon that important dogma, as distinct from 
the general question of the Trinity, had already 
commenced. This will bring down the age of this 
treatise to the time of the Macedonians, or the middle 
of the fourth century. The use of the old version in 
it will not allow us to assign it a much later age: nor, 
indeed, could we be justified in doing so, by any 
single consideration drawn from the work itself. 


184 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


‘There can be no difficulty in deciding the country 
to which the treatise belongs. The circumstance of 
its being united in the same volume with a work of 
St. Cyprian, which follows it immediately, gives a 
prima facie evidence in favour of its being African. 
But this point is completely decided by the marked 
coincidence of its readings with those of the African 
Fathers. 

‘Perhaps to some of my readers it will appear of 
little consequence to have gained the testimony of an 
unknown African writer of the fourth century, in 
favour of the verse. Iam however of quite a different 
opinion. I must consider the additional testimony of 
any African writer, of greater authority than that of 
one from any other part of the Western Church. And 
the reason for this preference is, because all the 
authorities hitherto discovered may be said to be 
African. 

‘Every one versed in Biblical pursuits will be 
acquainted with that great critical principle, first laid 
down by Bengel, but not fully established and acted 
upon till the publication of Griesbach’s recensions; 
that the testimonies in favour of a various reading 
have not an individual force, independent of the re- 
cension or family to which they belong; and that a 
reading must be decided, not by the number of distinct 
authorities, but by the weight of the recension which 
contains it. 

‘It is plain that the same principle will apply to 
any other text as well as the Greek, in which recensions 
can be recognised. Having shown that this is the 
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case with the old Vulgate, we may fairly try the 
evidence in favour of the contested verse of St. John 
upon this principle. Now it has been sufficiently 
observed by all writers upon the controversy, that 
almost all the testimonies in favour of the verse are 
African. St. Cyprian, Marcus Celedensis, St. Ful- 
gentius, Victor Vitensis, the four hundred Bishops 
assembled under Hunneric at Carthage, were all mem- 
bers of the African Church. Maximus the Confessor 
learnt the passage from the same country. But while 
so many authors have observed this consent of writers 
belonging to one Church, they have not placed their 
testimony in the proper light. They have spoken of 
them as so many African writers, or even as the body 
of the African Church, bearing witness to the existence 
of a passage, but not as the representatives of the 
African recension or text; as the voice of a great 
critical family, whose antiquity and authority, as 
compared with that of other texts, must be critically 
ascertained. 

‘Bearing in mind these facts, and especially the 
one established in my former letter, that the African 
and Italian Fathers separate into distinct classes, not 
merely upon this verse, but in many other passages, 
sufficient to prove the difference of their recensions, I 
proceed to make such observations as I think bear 
upon the general controversy, in connection with the 
Santa Croce manuscript. 

‘1. The existence of an African recension contain- 
ing the verse, gives us a right to consider as quotations 
passages of African writers, which, in the works of 
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Italian authors, might be considered doubtful. It is 
by insisting upon the incomplete form of the citations 
in Tertullian and St. Cyprian, that Griesbach and 
others have endeavoured to convert them into mere 
mystical interpretations. Now, the certainty, acquired 
by the examination of later testimonies, that the entire 
Church to which they belonged knew and quoted the 
verse, gives us just critical grounds for assuming 
theirs to be real quotations. The system followed by 
the opposers of the text, of attributing to respect for 
St. Cyprian and Tertullian, first, the allusion to the 
preceding verse, and, then, its conversion into a new 
text, is utterly untenable. These two writers were 
held in equal, perhaps in greater, veneration in Italy, 
and there is no reason why their writings should have 
influenced other African authors more than their 
admirers beyond the sca.” 


38 This reasoning is clear and strong. The African and Italian 
Churches confessedly holding, Tertullian and St. Cyprian in like 
reverence, it follows that, had the seventh verse been interpolated 
from the expressions of these Fathers, it must have been found 
(which it is not) in the Italian, as well as in the African, copies of 
the New Testament. 
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CHAPTER XY. 
Latin Witnesses for the disputed Verse resumed. 


WE come now to Objection III. : 


The quotations of 1 John v. 7, by 400 African 
Bishops, A.D. 425, and by the Armenian Council, 
1250, valueless. 


Critics of the Porson school are never at a loss for 
arguments. Come what will, they have their answers 
_ ready. Tertullian and Cyprian are adduced by its 
advocates as witnesses for the seventh verse. Mr. 
Porson summarily puts both out of court, on the 
ground that neither has formally quoted it. The 
singular phrase, et hz tres unum sunt, although identi- 
cal with the most peculiar clause in that very peculiar 
text, he maintains to be a chance expression, and its 
recurrence in these primitive Fathers a chance coin- 
cidence. 

Well, in the fifth century at length, a formal quo- 
tation of 1 John v. 7 does occur; and occurs under 
circumstances so extraordinary and so public, as 
seemingly to preclude all possibility of question or 
cavil. In the year of our Lord 483, in the height of 
the great Vandal persecution, 400 African Bishops, 
assembled in solemn synod, presented a confession of 
their faith to that cruel persecutor of the Church, 
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Hunneric, king of the Vandals. This Confession, a 
defence of the truth for which they suffered perse- 
cution, the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, contained 
a formal quotation of the disputed text from the first 
Epistle of St. John. The men who framed and sub- 
scribed this Confession, were a band of confessors and. 
martyrs who were ready to seal their testimony with 
their blood. Many of them presently after (it is 
allowed on all sides) died the glorious martyr’s death.” 
We might suppose that the awful circumstances under 
which their public Confession was made, would have 
secured these faithful chief shepherds of the flock of 
Christ from the scoffs and calumnies of any men 
calling themselves Christians: that their dying words 
would be had in reverence in after times: at least, 
that the truthfulness of this, their last will and 
testament, would not wantonly, and without any 
cause, be questioned. Above all, that no man would 
accuse them of falszfying Scripture; or of being so 


29 Professor Porson says of Gibbon that ‘his humanity never 
slumbers except where Christians are to be persccuted.’ What, 
T would ask, is his own humanity towards these cruelly persecuted 
African Christians? For cold-blooded inhumanity, has the following 
passage ever been surpassed? ‘The Catholics were imprisoned, 
banished, doomed to hard labour, tortured, and executed. J make 
no objection to these wholesome severities on the score of cruelty. For 
if heretics had been thus served, and Hunneric’s faith were pure, the 
reginen would have been exceedingly mild and proper. But being 
an heretic himselt, J cannot help thinking that he carried matters a 
little too far.’ The man who could thus banter and make merry 
over the last sufferings of Christian confessors and martyrs—over 
the pains of the rack, the gibbet, and the stakc—and then talk of 
the inhumanity of Mr. Gibbon, reminds one sadly of the Jewish 
adage, ‘ Physician, heal thyself’ ! 
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profanely indifferent to the very life-blood of their 
faith, as to allow (whether wilfully or ignorantly) of 
its falsification.— Now these criminal charges have 
been more criminally preferred against those 400 
Bishops by one man, and this man, Professor Porson! 

To follow him through his accusations would be to 
wade through mud and mire. Hehas drawn up his 
charges in a brief of some thirty pages, of which I 
shall only say, and I say it wittingly, that no un- 
scrupulous legal practitioner ever got up a case to 
blacken character, more uncharitable, more wanton, 
or more false, than that manufactured by this great 
scholar against those 400 African Bishops.” A 
specimen or two may suffice.” ‘If the person deputed 


80 An Oxford divine cited by Mill has done anticipatory justice 
upon Porson’s effrontery in this matter: ‘ Non hoc autem est unius 
viri, sed totius Africane Ecclesia testimonium, post examen sedulum . 
siepe replusque recoctum, ut modestie charitatisque Christiane 
expers esse videntur, qui flagitiosi hec crimina hisce venerandis 
et sanctitate et doctrina conspicuis antistitibus, ilio tempore horren- 
dum in modum rabide animorum sevitie oppressis, impingere 
audent.’— Smithius, Defens. Dissertationis in 1 John v.7, p. 161. 

31 The remark holds equally true of his attack on King Haitho’s 
Armenian version of the Bible in the thirteenth century, and on 
Bishop Uscan’s Armenian edition ‘from good MSS.’ (as Pére 
Simon himself states on that Prelate’s authority), in the seventeenth. 
In both Bibles, the obnoxious seventh verse is found in the Ar- 
menian text. In both cases, Porson must get rid of it. How does 
he proceed to do so? ‘The king of Armenia is gratuitously charged, 
on the sole ground of the learned Professor’s suspicions, with having 
taken the verse from the Vulgate, and fraudulently inserted it into 
his translation! His only plea for this calumny is, that King 
Haitho was in friendly alliance with Rome. Therefore he was | 
likely to falsify his Armenian text from the Vulgate, and studiously 
to conceal the falsification! The man who could prefer such a 
charge against this pious and learned Christian king, without one 
particle of proof, writes himself slanderer. But let him speak for 
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by the Catholics to draw up their common Confession 
of Faith, had found this passage in a single MS., or 
even quoted by any other writer, and upon the 
strength of such authority admitted it into his collec- 


himself: ‘If the Armenian version was before his time defective in 
this important passage, he (King Haitho) was bound upon such 
weighty reasons (the authority of Jerome and the Vulgate) to patch 
up the flaw. ... Jf this verse was not in the Armenian MSS. of that 
age, he would have taken it from the Vulgate, and added it to his 
own edition.’ 

The Armenian bishop fares no better than the Armenian king. 
Uscan, like Haitho, was a cheat and story-teller, because he pro- 
fessedly published the seventh verse ‘ from good Armenian MSS.’ 
But let us hear the Professor's story: ‘That this verse was not in 
the Armenian A/SS. of that age, appears from the testimony of 
Sandius concerning the only ALS. known to be of that age. .. . Though 
Uscan has really inserted this verse in his edition, he migl.t do this 
upon the authority of one or some only of his MSS., and not. of all ; 
and yet he would then have acted up to his own ideas of fidelity, and 
agreeably to the custom of editors.’ Agreeably, I say, to all right 
usage. If Bishop Uscan found the verse ‘in some of his (good) 
MSS.,’ was he not perfectly justified in inserting it? What means 
the insinuation of ‘his own ideas of fidelity’? It is merely Porson’s 
trick of casting a slur upon character, even where the facts of the 
case convict himself of slander. But, however reckless as to ways 
of escape, he is not yet out of the wood, and ‘ there is a lion in the 
way.’ This verse [he tells us] is quoted thirty-seven years after 
Haitho’s death by an Armenian council.’ Let us hear him on this 
contre-temps. ‘This, sir, I acknowledge; and you ought to ac- 
knowledge, in your turn, the generosity of the adversuries; for 
La Croye first discovered these passages. It may likewise be added, 
to the advantage of La Croye’s candour, that having at first suspected 
Uscan himself of the interpolation, le confessed his mistake . . . upon 
finding the foregoing quotations.’ So, in Porson’s code of morals, 
common honesty is ‘gencrosity ;’ confession of the truth, ‘candour; ’ 
and the retractation of a false judgment on his neighbour, a high- 
flown pitch of moral heroism! But this Armenian Council is an 
awkward customer. The learned Professor has not only Haitho and 
Usean to deal with, but a whole conclave of bishops, in solemn 
council assembled, all testifying to the genuineness of the seventh verse. 
We leave him in their hands. 
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tion of Scriptural proofs, what would have been the 
event? They would not have stayed to form their 
judgment of the author from his composition, but 
have adjusted their opinion of the composition to their 
previous esteem for the author. If, for instance, the 
venerable EKugenius was the composer, not a Bishop 
present but would have subscribed heart and hand to 
any thing that came from his pen. Like the organist 
of Utrecht, who signed the Articles of the Contra- 
remonstrants without reading them, and being pressed 
to read them at least once, answered, It is needless. 
I know well enough that you, gentlemen, would not 
require me to do so ill a thing.’ Again: ‘I infer, 
that the orthodox Christians of the fifth century 
would have seized any argument that might serve their 
purpose, and that the compiler of their creed would 
admit any supposed scriptural quotation, without 
ecamining the authorities on which it rs founded.’ 
And once more: ‘“ But [say its defenders] the 400 
Bishops would not have dared to urge in dispute a 
passage that was extant only in a few copies, when 
they must be detected and exposed by the Arians.” I 
have partly answered this objection, and I add that 
an effectual answer to it may be found im the conduct 
of the greater part of divines [! ].’ 

Do the divines of England, do her clergy in Con- 
vocation (whom this learned accuser-general else- 
where equally inculpates)” plead guilty to this 

32 ¢ Would not a common Christian, nay, perhaps, the clergy in 
Convocation, if they quoted this verse the next ycar, probably quote 


it without troubling themselves about the history of its insertion?’ 
—Porson, Letters to Travis, p. 190. 
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judgment? If not, let them stand fast by the memory 
of their martyred brethren of old, the 400 Bishops of 
Africa; and repel in their name, as they would repel 
in their own, such utterly proofless and incredible 
accusations. 

The appeal, then, to 1 John v. 7, in the solemn 
Confession of Faith presented to Hunneric, and sub- 
scribed by 400 African Bishops, all confessors or 
martyrs, is a formal quotation of the disputed verse 
by the whole orthodox African Church. It is proof 
demonstrative, not merely that these prelates had the 
seventh verse in their own private copies of the Latin 
Bible, but that it was publicly read throughout the 
catholic churches of Africa from the Bibles used in 
the Church services. Porson’s quibbling sophistry, 
therefore, as to the unlikelihood of the 400 Bishops 
possessing 400 MSS. of the New Testament, and as 
to the likelihood of all, like a flock of sheep, blindly 
following their leader, Eugenius, or the drawer- or 
drawers-up of the Confession, is simply disgraceful to 
himself, and insulting to his readers. Who asked for 
his 400 MS. New Testaments? Who, save himself, 
imagined such a test? Enough that all these Bishops 
knew the seventh verse from the Bibles publicly read 
in their own churches. The pains and the pages 
consumed in sophistry like this, is proof only of the 
writer’s sense of the importance of this record to the 
evidences, and of his determination, at whatever 
sacrifice of truth and character, to run it down. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 


Greek MSS. : uncertainty of the argument against the 
genuineness of any text from omissions. 


MIcHaELIs’s own admissions largely show how very 
uncertain any argument must be which rests upon 
omissions of texts in our extant Greek MSS.® It is 


33 The fashion has latterly sprung up among Biblical scholars, of 
resting the decision of the great question before us upon the authority 
of the extant Greek MSS., to the practical exclusion of all the 
other evidences. For the condemnation of this course it is enough 
to state that it is wholly contrary to that pursued on both sides of 
the controversy for 350 years. From the time of Erasmus to our 
own day, the great critics who have treated the subject, have always, 
heretofore, discussed it upon the principle of the general evidences, 
the Greek MSS. being treated as a single element only in those evid- 
ences. The adversaries of the seventh verse, moreover, by their 
elaborate canvassings of these general evidences, and their painful 
efforts to undermine or explain them away, have abundantly mani- 
fested their own sense of their importance. It is vain, therefore, for 
modern critics to erect the Greek MSS. into a Court of Appeal, and 
to make their voice decisive against a cause, which stands separately 
upheld by wholly independent witnesses. While the Latin MSS. 
remain, while the Patristic evidences remain, and with all and above 
all, while the internal evidences remain, all attempts to make the 
extant Greek MSS. a separate and fina] test must prove abortive. 
This fashion of an hour will quickly pass away: the general evid- 
ences will rise and return in their full force: the Greek MSS. will 
be reduced to their proper level: the judgment of Erasmus, who 
accepted the witness of a single Greek manuscript; that of Michaélis, 


O 


194 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


true that, in no second instance, is there an amount of 
omissions comparable to that in the case of the text of 
the three Heavenly Witnesses, where all the MSS. save 
one or two leave out this most peculiar of all texts. 
But, although we may not find one strictly parallel 
case, we do find various degrees of approximation. 
Now this fact is highly important in the case before 
us. For if a great many, in some instances a great 
majority of MSS., are found to omit particular texts, 
there is no abstract impossibility, perhaps no extreme 
improbability, in the supposition that genuine texts 
may be omitted by nearly all. It is a question of 
degrees; and it is in the very nature of degrees to 
admit of indefinite variations. I repeat it: if any 
texts be omitted in the majority of our existing MSS., 
it is perfectly conceivable, 4 priori, that a true text 
may be found only in one. Hear now Michaélis’s 
account of omissions in our extant Greek MSS. 
‘Qmissions are frequently occasioned by what is 
called an opovoteAevrov, or when a word, after a short 
interval, occurs a second time in a passage : here the 
transcriber, having written the word at the beginning 
of a passage, in looking again at the book from which 
he copies, his eye catches the same word at the end 
of the passage, and continuing to write what imme- 


which, where there were other strong evidences, could dispense even 
with one; and that even of Porson, who allowed the genuineness 
of the seventh verse to be probable, if supported by only two Greek 
MSS. of five hundred years old, will resume its just weight, and our 
few, and for by far the most part, comparatively modern Greek MSS., 
will cease to usurp a place and authority, as sole arbiters of texts, 
which was never till of late admitted, and never legitimately belonged 
to them. 
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diately follows, he of course omits the intermediate 
words, Wetstein’s Codex 22, omits entirely Matth. 
x. 40, where the copyist was led into error by two 
following verses beginning with o Seyouevos. We 
find, Matth. xi. 18, 19: pyre mivwr, Kat Aeyovoe 
Sayovov exer. H)dOev o vos tov avOpwrov ecb 
kau muvwy: here, Wetstein’s Codex 59, omits all the 
words between the first and second muvwv. The Frag- 
mentum Borgianum omits pucew vuas: eve Se, John 
vii. 7, and leaves the passage totally without meaning. 
A great number of manuscripts have a similar omission, 
Rev. ix. 1, 2. Knittel, having collated a manuscript 
of the Revelation, found that the transcriber had 
fallen into this mistake not less than twelve times, in 
that book alone. In short, no error in writing is 
more easily or more frequently committed, and it is not 
seldom the reason that several manuscripts agree in 
the omission of the same passage. 

‘Tf even one half of the [115] manuscripts agreed 
in the omission, they would not be equivalent to the 
remaining half, as the omission of a passage between 
two omoioteleuta is easy to be conceived, but nol so easy 
the insertion. Even the superiority of numbers is 
not decisive in the present case, as the error once 
admitted into two or three ancient manuscripts, would 
be of course transmitted to all the subsequent copies 
which were taken from them. We find a remarkable 
instance, and well suited to the present purpose, in 
Matth. xxvii. 35, where the words between «Anpop, 
in the beginning of the verse, and xAnpor, at the end 
of the verse, namely, wa wAnpwly ro pndev vio Tov 

0 2 
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apopyntou, SiewepivavTo TA watia MOV, Kat Ere TOV 
yLatispov pov eBadov, are omitted in ninety-four 
manuscripts quoted by Wetsten, to which we may 
add the four following, Codex Paritraxis, Lambeianus 
29 and 30, and Carolinus, mentioned in Treschow’s 
“ Tentamen descriptionis Codicum Vindobonensium.” 
They are likewise omitted in the Complutum edition, 
whence we may conclude that the Spanish editors 
had found them in no Greek manuscript, as they have 
retained them in the Latin translation.’ 

Now from this clear and simple statement of the 
fact and cause of omissions from the omototeleuta (the 
primary and main cause of omissions in the MSS.), 
we gather: 1. That Wetstein’s Codex 22, omits entirely 
St. Matth. x. 40. 2. That, St. Matth. xi. 18, 19, no 
fewer than eleven words are dropped in Wetstein’s 
Codex 59. 3. That the Frag. Borg. omits puceiy tpas- 
cue d€, St. John vil. 7, and leaves the passage totally 
without meaning. 4. That ‘a great number of manu- 
scripts have a similar omission (of two entire verses), 
Rev. ix. 1, 2.’ 5. That ‘it is not seldom that several 
manuscripts agree in the omission of the same passage.’ 
6. That in St. Matth. xvii. 35, the omission between 
x\npov in the beginning of the verse, and «Aypov at 
the end of the verse, extends to a clause of no fewer 
than seventeen words; that these words are omitted 
in ninety-four manuscripts quoted by Wetstein, in 
four more added by Michaélis, and in the Complu- 
tensian Polyglot,—in other words, in 99 out of the 
115 manuscripts now extant ! 

All these examples of omission from the one cause, 
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the occurrence of the omoioteleuta, bear more or less 
upon that of the disputed text; but the last example, 
that from St. Matth. xxvii. 35, comes so near as to 
be almost a parallel. The omitted clauses are nearly 
of equal length. If the seventh verse is found only 
in one or two Greek MSS., the passage in St. Matthew 
is forthcoming only in 16 out of the 115 now extant. 
Compared with the whole number of our Greek MSS., 
the difference is not great. If either text was lost 
from 99 MSS., it might well be found missing from 
the other 15. 

True, Wetstein and Griesbach reject the text of St. 
Matthew. But Michaélis, following Bengel, retains it. 
And he assigns a reason for doing so which equally 
applies to 1 John v. 7, viz. the omovzoteleuta : ‘ Here 
then, 2/ numbers were to decide, no doubt could be 
made that the passage is spurious; but the singular 
circumstance that «Anpov immediately precedes, and 
immediately follows, the omitted words, makes the 
authority of twelve manuscripts in their favour more 
than equal to the authority of 100 manuscripts in 
which they are omitted. The omission of the words 
between «Anpoyv and KAnpov is a very natural accident 
in the hurry of transcribing ; but the interposition of 
those words so as exactly to suit the context, 1s much 
more difficult to be conceived, and for this very reason 
I am more inclined to the opinion of Bengel that the 
passage 1s genuine.’ 

I accept Michaélis’s decision,™ but for both passages, 


34 In the motto prefixed to the present volume, Michaélis places the 
case of the extant Greek MSS. upon its real ground. From their 
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and with this extension,—that, under the influence 
of the omoioteleuta, not twelve MSS., but one MS. ‘is 
more than equal to the authority of 114 or 115 
omitting MSS.’ This, I will add, is specially true of 
the disputed verse, where, as connected with the 
eighth, the omovzoteleuta are of the most peculiar cha- 
racter and force to lead to omission. 

Michaélis is of a different opinion. And he goes out 
of his way to pronounce it. ‘ But we must be cautious 
of carrying this rule to the extreme; nor can we 
conclude that an omoioteleuton is alone sufficient to 
render a text authentic, which we have solid reasons 
to condemn as spurious. Many have defended on 
this principle [as well they might] 1 John v. 7, 


paucity in comparison with the multitude which are lost, he most justly 
infers that the true readings may often, with high probability, be 
preserved in only one of the MSS. now extant, and not impossibly 
may be contained innone. This, however, is only a half statement ; 
for it wholly overlooks the consideration, that, in numerous examples, 
these true readings are sustained by the independent evidence of the 
Latin MSS., which so often supply the lacune in the Greek. For 
these Latin MSS. represent, in reality, so many of the lost Greek 
MSS. ; and wherever any reading in the Greek text bears intrinsic 
marks of truth, when the weight of Latin MSS. can be thrown into 
the scale, the double evidence is decisive. 

Now this test of a true reading nowhere more conclusively ob- 
tains than in the instance of the seventh verse. For while it is 
found in at least one Greck MS., it is authenticated by a vast majority 
of the Latin MSS. (49 out of 50), in a way beyond all example. But 
these MSS., I repeat, can be justly viewed only as representatives of 
so many lost Greek MSS.; and thus the MS. evidence for the 
genuineness of the seventh verse becomes multiplied to an undefined, 
indeed, but illimitable amount. For the vast majority of the extant 
Latin MSS. containing the seventh verse is our sure guarantee for the 
imnmensurable majority of the lost Latin MSS. which must equally 
have contained it. 
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though the verse is rejected by every ancient Greek 
manuscript [none earlier he owns than the sixth 
century], and absolutely inadmissible.’ 

This is the mere dictum of a rationalist, bent 
against a catholic text. But his whole previous 
reasoning nullifies his dogmatic verdict. 
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CHAPTER XVII. 
Newly-discovered Greek authority of the fourth century. 


Tuer Benedictine edition of St. Chrysostom’s works 
contains an isolated Homily (Tom. XII. pp. 416-21.), 
hitherto unnoticed, of ascertained date, but by an un- 
known author, which claims special notice in the 
present argument. The date of this discourse is deter- 
mined by its mention of the recent expulsion of the 
Pneumatomachi, and the Anomeceans, who were ban- 
ished from Constantinople by Theodosius, a.p. 380; 
and is fixed from concurrent circumstances by the 
learned Montfaucon to 381. Its subject is the doctrine 
of the Trinity in Unity; and the treatment is grounded 
avowedly on the teaching of St. John. The text or 
title is that favourite commonplace of all the Fathers, 
‘In the beginning was the Word.’ Ina discourse thus 
commencing, the antecedent presumption is, that any 
ideas or expressions occurring in it peculiar to St. 
John are taken from the writings of that Apostle. 
But this antecedent presumption will be advanced 
into substantive proof, at once, of quotation from St. 
John, and of the authenticity of the seventh verse, 
if we find the homilist employing the disjecta membra 
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of this verse; and building his argument in support 
of the doctrine of the three-one Godhead, upon terms 
and ideas peculiar in the mode of statement to it alone. 

Now 1. in this text, and in this text only, the 
three Persons are categorically pronounced to be one; 
and 2. in this text, and in this text only, the three 
Persons are brought together as witnesses, and not 
only as witnesses, but as heavenly witnesses. If these 
two propositions are laid down in the Homily, the 
author most certainly read them in his Greek New 
Testament MSS., and took them from their sole re- 
pository, the seventh verse. 

Now both propositions stand saliently out in this 
document: viz. 1. the three-one; and 2. the three 
Heavenly Witnesses. Here are the passages in proof. 

l. efs Kékd\nrar 6 Tarp cat o ids Kat 76 Tvedpa 
76 “Ayvov. 

But not only is this the exact proposition of 1 John 
v. 7, but the term xéx\nrae specifically marks it out 
as quotation. It is manifestly equivalent to ws yé- 
ypanra., and scriptum est. It amounts, I affirm 
unhesitatingly, to a formal quotation from verse 7. 

2. det yap TH amooTo\Ky xopeig TapaxwpHnoa THY 
‘Ayiay Tpiada, hv 6 Tatyip KxatayyéddXeu Tpias 
‘Atrooté\ov, papTus THS ovpaviov Tpiddos. 


Remarks. 


This passage presents to us in full the remaining 
proposition of the seventh verse. Its place among 
the Greek evidences for the authenticity of that text 
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is so high, as to demand the most careful analysis of 
its contents. It begins by affirming the Scripture 
doctrine of the Trinity under its earliest ecclesiastical 
designation, t#v “Ayiavy Tpidda. It goes on to state 
that this doctrine was proclaimed by God the Father: 
a statement which can apply only to 1 John v. 7, 
which in v. 9 is expressly termed ‘the witness of 
God,’ 4 paptupia tov @eov: a phrase which this 
author clearly understands as referring back to the 
seventh verse. The next step in the ascending scale 
is most remarkable, the phrase 4 Tpias ’Aroord\wv, 
‘The Trinity of the Apostles.’ The expression in a 
general sense denotes the doctrine of the Trinity as 
set forth by the Apostles, particularly by St. John, 
St. Paul, and St. Peter, as cited in the Homily; but 
in a specific sense it apparently appropriates itself to 
St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7, where alone 
the doctrine is categorically enunciated. But the end 
to which this expression leads up is the crown and 
consummation of the proof that the whole passage 
springs solely from the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses, and attests its authenticity with a power 
neither to be evaded nor effectively gainsayed. For 
how reads the concluding sentence ? Tpias’ Aroorddwr, 
paptus THs ovpaviov Tpiddos, ‘The Trinity of 
the Apostles, is the wetness to THE HEAVENLY TRINITY.’ 
Here, taken in conjunction with the preceding extract, 
is the whole seventh verse: Three in One connected 
with the idea of witness, and the witness of the 
Apostles on earth emblematizing the witness of the 
Heavenly Triad—‘the three that bear witness in 
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Heaven.’ What is all this but the living reflection of 
St. John’s words?—ore zpeis ciow of paprupodrtes év 
Tp ovpave, Oo TIarnp, 0 Adyos, kat 7d ayvov Tvedpa: 
Kal OUTOL Ol TPELS EV Elo. 

The substitution of the term Adyos for Tids in this 
celebrated verse has never had the attention justly owing 
to it, as evidence of authenticity. Yet it is evidence of 
the most commanding kind. This departure from our 
Lord’s own solemn formula in the institution of the 
Sacrament of Baptism, a change so serious in itself, 
never could have occurred to a fabricator. On the 
face of the case it is evident that the change of 
nomenclature was one of authority, and that it was 
made wittingly. But this point, one thus self-obvious, 
is brought out in the record now before us in a way 
beyond question or anticipation. For the writer so 
contrasts Adyos with Tids, as to show that the terms 
were alike theologically significant, and could not be 
used indifferently the one for the other. Here is his 
reasoning on the essential distinctiveness of the two 
terms: speaking of St. John’s use of Adyos, he asks, 
dud TL TovUTO wapyTyoaTo O Evayyehorys, Kal ovK 
elev, €v Gpyn v0 Tids; wa py y Tov Tiod mpoor- 
yopia wafovs yervnow eioayayn’ adda déyés avrov 
Adyov, wa 76 arabes tapactioyn THs yerrnoews’ Kal 
va pq) mpopopixoy Adyov vomions, emryaye’ Kat Beds 
qv 6 Adyos’ wa ard Tov pev Adyov 76 amalls, ard 
d€ Tov Geov THY akiay vonons. 

This reasoning, apart from its intrinsic merits, 
shows that a vital distinction between St. John’s 
terms Tids and Adyos had been always recognized in 


204 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


the Church; that the terms could not be interchanged 
indifferently ; and that the change in the name of the 
second Person from our Lord’s 6 ids to the 6 Adyos 
of the seventh verse is one of so grave significancy, 
as to be accountable for only as proceeding from the 
inspired pen of St. John. Thus this single term 
6 Adyos, so peculiarly St. John’s, so theologically 
important, and so Patristically prominent, which no 
lower authority could have sanctioned, and no forger 
could have employed, becomes a standard witness to 
the authenticity of the whole seventh verse.™ 

Having submitted to the reader separately the 
detached clauses of this Homily which together enbody 


35 St. John’s nomenclature of the Persons of the Godhead in the 
seventh verse, constantly reappears in the Fathers as distinct from 
that of our Lord’s in the formula of Baptism, and so as alike to mark 
both nomenclatures as quotations of Scripture. In the following 
example from a piece entitled Adyoc epi Oeoyrwaiac, passing under 
the name of St. Chrysostom, both ways of naming the Persons are 
introduced almost in juxtaposition, and so as to mark out most 
strikingly that the author is using the two texts. w Ilarep, Adye, 
veda, } rptc-umdorarocg ovaia! is his fervent exclamation: a clear 
appeal to the triune doctrine of the seventh verse. And this em- 
phatic appeal is immediately followed by the ordinary doxology, 
taken from Our Lord's words, St. Matth. xxviii. 19, both texts 
standing in the one sentence: r@ Tarpi, cat ro Yip, cat re ‘Ayly 
IIvevpart, x. 7. X. 

Now here we have the two nomenclatures in the same paragraph ; 
and the subject of this paragraph is the doctrine of the Trinity in 
Unity, not as expressed simply and inferentially in St. Matthew, 
but as stated contra-distinctively in 1 John v. 7, and in this one text 
alone. It is perfectly impossible that this sentence could be con- 
structed as it is, if its first and last members were not equally 
Scripture. That its closing doxology is Scripture none will question. 
That its opening exclamation is also Scripture, none, it follows of 
necessity, can rationally dispute. 
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the whole seventh verse, it may aid his perception of 
the force of the evidence if these clauses be placed 
united before the eye, and confronted, in a tabular 
harmony, with that most peculiar of texts upon the 


Godhead. 


"Ore Tpets etow Ets nékAnTau 
ol papTupovvTeEs 
€v T@ OUpavg, 
6 IIarnp, 0 Acyos, kat T6 6 Tarnp, cat 6 Lids, cal 
"Ayvov IIvevpa.’ 76 IIvevpa 76 “Ayiov. 
Ae yap tH “Arooto\uKn 
XopEeia. Trapaywpyncat 
Thy Ayiay Tpidda, 
hv 6 Tlarnp katayyédXet. 
. e A \ 9 , , 
Kal OUTOL OL TPELS Tptas AtrogTo\wy papTtus 
9 > ~ 3 , ld 
EV Elo. THS OVpaviou Tpiddos. 


Newly-discovered Greek authority of undated antiquity. 


Among the Greek evidences for the authenticity of 
the seventh verse, those should not be overlooked 
which are found in ancient pieces classed among the 
Spuria of the Greek Fathers. A signal specimen of 
this neglected class of proof occurs in one of the many 
ancient treatises, of unknown parentage but in- 
dubitable antiquity, passing under the name of St. 
Chrysostom, Op. tom. x. pp. 739-748. 

That the author had the seventh verse in his New 
Testament MSS , is about as plain a certainty as words 
can bear witness to, for it appears in the first, and it 
is the burthen of the second, section of his piece. The 
following extracts will abundantly demonstrate this : 
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for they are, one and all, moulded exclusively on the 
disputed text. 

The theme of this writer is the mystery of the In- 
carnation, and the twofold witness borne to it, 1. by 
three of God’s prophets on earth, and 2. by the three 
Divine Persons of the Godhead from heaven. He 
opens his subject with the Gospel doctrine of the in- 
habitation of the Trinity in Unity in the heart. 

éxet [v TH Kapdia scil.] Onoavpos KpuTrépevos TIS 
‘Ayias Tpuddos dourdv 6 Harnp Kai 6 Lids Kati rod 
*Ayov IIvevpa epxovrat, Kat povnyv map’ a’T@ hap- 
Bdvovor.. From this spiritual view of the doctrine 
of the Trinity, our author goes on to adduce the 
threefold witness of Solomon, Isaiah, and David to the 
mystery of the Incarnation; with a special stress on 
the importance of three witnesses to the establishment 
of so high a doctrine. 

ws S€ ot d¥o paptupes [Solomon and Isaiah] 
TavTa EKHpPUTT OY, élyrour, kat addov ETEpor pikat Eis TO 
pvoTypioy, iva ert TpLav paptipwv orally aadarés 
70 (ntovpevov. ws d€ Tavra Sievoovrto, ExdTepor Eevpov 
Aavid tas pedwdias Tov prTopa, Kal UropiuurnoKovce 
avTov THS OiKOovoptas Ta pédAdovTa. ws dé yYKouce 
TO pvoTypiov, oadtryyos pwrny avreporvnoe. Then, 
following up the point of the three witnesses, he 
proceeds : 

iSov, Ek TOV TMV, TPELS TOL TAPETTHOApLEV LAPTUPAS 
Thy ddfay ths wmapO&vouv Knp’TTOVTas’ ovy OTL pdvoY 
TOUTOUS EUpT}Kamey’ amavTes yap avToV ot mpodnTat 
éwpakotes é\tilovow: adN ei Tprav papTvpev 
éotavatTo dixaov. éym dé mi Tay T prov ov TpaxTevo 
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Ga dds por Eva mordraTov paptupa déyovra. Wpev- 
Sex Oat Td pvoryptov. 

Then, laying down the great first-principle that 
the Old Testament history, in all things, pictured 
prophetically the higher mysteries of the New, he 
rises from the earthly to the heavenly ‘ Tabernacle of 
Witness :’ éxet 7 oKynvy Tov paptupiov HyiacOn: Bde 7 
Kn} Tov Ilacrogopiou ébofacOyn. And passing by an 
easy transition from the heavenly Tabernacle of 
Witness to its three Divine inhabitants, he crowns 
the climax by instituting a concluding parallel between 
Elias and St. John, leading up antithetically from the 
earthly witnesses of the Law of Moses, to the text 
of the three Heavenly Witnesses as the substance of 
that of which the witness of the Law of Moses was 
but the shadow and the type. 

In the passage thus described, and now submitted to 
the reader, I hesitate not to say, we have the text of 
the three Heavenly Witnesses more conclusively 
authenticated,—because put in contrast with three 
earthly, and antithetically reasoned on,—than by the 
most formal quotation. 

exer "Hdias ex tav mpodyntav avedeiyOn Taplévos: 
Kal Bde Gpoiws 6 Iwavyns ek Tov AtooTo\wy trap- 
Oévos. 

éxet "HXias ev T@ appate exdOnoe TH TUpWw Kat 
Hoe *Iwdvyns én td oTnOos avérece TOU Kupiou’ 6 yap 
Beds Hav Tp KaTtavadtoKov éoTw. 

exe T pets avedelyOnoav peyaAou, ExOVTES TOV ZwWTHPOS 
TO Gvopa: THS EvdoEov Tpiddos Sndovrres Tov yxapa- 
KTHpa of TpEts ayo. SuvaTot: ov yap amdds Foay THY 
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TvYOVTWY, OVSE TOV ayerVav, Ingovs 6 Tov ‘Iwacdex, 
6 péyas ev ‘Iepevow ° 
€reita of Tpets akidmucron LapTUpES, TOV V1rO- 
A vd a e rd LO 
ypappov cemvuvovot TS Aytas Tpiados. 


Remarks. 


The whole gist of this reasoning plainly and ex- 
clusively points and leads on to the seventh verse as 
its one source and aim. | 

1. It opens with a graphic description of the 
Triune Godhead, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, taking up its abode in the heart of man. 

2. It proceeds to treat of the mystery of the Incar- 
nation as the effecting cause of this Divine inhabita- 
tion : the indwelling presence of the Trinity being 
effectible only by God becoming man. 

3. It adduces three prophetic witnesses, David, 
Solomon, and Isaiah, in proof of the preordination of 
the mystery of the Incarnation ; and dwells most 
specially upon the number three (the highest required 
by the Mosaic Law), as essential to the establishment 
of the highest doctrines, above all, self-evidently, of 
the doctrine of the Godhead. The reason is specified, 
the highest witness belongs to the highest cause, 
él TpLov paptipwy éotavar TO Sixatov. 

4. Taking next for its rule that the Old Testament 
is the prefiguration of the New, the argument here 
rises from earth to heaven, still always grounding itself 
upon the Law of Witness: the transition is now from 
the Tabernacle of Witness in the Wilderness, to the 
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Tabernacle of Witness seen by St. John in the visions 
of the Apocalypse. We see, as it were, ‘the temple 
of the tabernacle of the testimony in heaven opened :’ 
we hear, as it were, the ‘ voices’ proceeding out of it. 

5. This heavenly witness is immediately followed 
by the mention of St. John, who is twice named in 
conjunetion with Elias: plainly arguing that the 
heavenly witness treated of had special reference to 
St. John’s teaching, and must be sought for in his 
writings. 

6. Then follows the adduction of three Old Testa- 
ment witnesses, all three bearing the name of Jesus, 
all three testifying to the doctrine of the Trinity, and 
typifying the three Divine Persons, in terms which 
conduct unequivocally and inevitably to the seventh 
verse, and which are wholly unintelligible without it. 
The passage wants no comment, needs only to be 
repeated, in order to the full establishment of the 
proof that this Patristic writer is treating on the 
seventh verse : 

exe. Tpers avedeixPnoay peyddo, ExovTes TOU 
Ywrnpos 70 ovopa: 

ms évddfov Tpiddos Sndovvres tov xapaxrnpa. 
of rpets dyvor Suvaroi, érevta ot Tpets aLWTLTTOL Pa p- 
TUpes TOV VToypappov ceuvivovor THS “Ayias 
Tpiddos.—In illud, Memor fui Dei, ap. S. Chrys. 
Op. tom. x. p. 740, «.7.A. 
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CHAPTER XVIII. 


The Internal Evidences. 


I sHALL preface the following re-examination of the 
internal evidences in favour of the seventh verse, 
by a passage from my late venerable friend Bishop 
Burgess’s ‘ Vindication of 1 John v. 7:’ namely, his 
critical analysis of the text of the fifth chapter, in 
proof of the original presence in it of that disputed text. 
For whatever may be thought of that learned prelate’s 
other qualifications, there is but one opinion, I appre- 
hend, as to the critical authority of his judgment 
upon points of Greek scholarship. 

‘The question, whether the passage be an inter- 
polation, or not, may be ascertained in a great measure 
by the context, and belongs, therefore, to the internal 
evidence of the verse. 

‘Ernesti and Horsley were decided in their opinion 
of its authenticity by the internal evidence. And 
though Griesbach in his diatribe on the verse dis- 
misses the evidence, as I said before, hastily and 
contemptuously ; yet, he not only in his general rule 
for judging of the true reading of a passage, gives the 
first place to the interna bonitas of the text, but on 
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another occasion, in estimating the value of Codex 
Paulin. 17 in his Symbole Critic, he takes the 
internal evidence for his chief guide. Nay, in the 
preface to his latest work, his “Commentarius Criticus 
in Nov. Test. Pars II.,” he represents the use of MSS., 
and his distinction of recensions, as of very secondary 
consideration, In comparison with interna vere falseve 
lectionis indicia. 

‘The whole of the controverted passage consists of 
the four following verses: 

‘6. This is he that came by water and blood, even 
Jesus Christ: not by water only, but by water and 
blood. And it is the Spirit that beareth witness, 
because the Spirit is truth. 7. For there are three 
that bear record in Heaven, the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Ghost; and these three are one. 8. 
And there are three that bear witness in earth, the 
Spirit, and the water, and the blood; and these three 
agree in one. 9. If we receive the witness of men, 
the witness of God is greater; for this is the witness 
of God which he hath testified of his Son.” 

‘ This passage, as it stands in the first printed edition 
of the Greek Testament, and in the commonly received 
text, contains a most important proof of the Incar- 
nation and Divinity of Jesus Christ: namely, the 
earthly evidences, and the united testimony of the 
three Divine Persons, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Spirit. The declaration of this testimony is 
introduced with these words: ‘“‘ And it is the Spirit 
that beareth witness, because the Spirit is truth. For 
there are three that bear record ”—Kat To IIvevpa ere 

Pr 2 
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To paptupouv, OTI to TIvevpa eotw 7 adrnfea. Ort 
TPELS ELOW OL LapTUpoUrTeEs. 

‘The subject of this passage being the evidences of 
Christ’s incarnation, and the testimony which was 
borne to it by the Spirit, St. John asserts that 
this testimony is of the strongest and most indis- 
putable kind: first, by its union with two other 
testimonies, and then, by the superiority of Divine 
testimony over human. By the Levitical Law, the 
testimony of one witness was not held to be true 
(John viii. 13-17). For “in the mouth of two or 
three witnesses shall every word be established ” 
(2 Cor. xiii. 1). To the testimony of the Spirit the 
Apostle adds the testimony of the Father and the Son. 
If then the Spirit is declared to be truth, because it 
was not alone (John viii. 16), “for there are three that 
bear record,” it could not be said to “ bear record,” 
because it is truth. The bearing of record depended 
on the will of God; belief in the record depended on 
its truth; its truth (humanly speaking) on the union 
of two or three witnesses. The Spirit, therefore, did 
not bear witness because it was truth; but it is here 
declared to be truth, or a true witness, because it was 
one of three witnesses. Instead, therefore, of a causal 
particle to connect the two clauses, it should be a 
conjunctive; instead of OTI, it shouldbe KAI. Andso 
(if I mistake not) it is read in the Neapolitan Manu- 
script 83. Whitby and others endeavour to remove 
the difficulty of the common reading by a large 
arbitrary ellipsis: “And it is the Spirit that beareth 
witness, (and on his testimony we may rely,) because 
the Spirit is truth.” The reading of the Neapolitan 
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Manuscript requires no ellipsis; is a natural intro- 
duction to the next verse; and gives simplicity and 
perspicuity to the passage: Kat to IIvevxpa eote ro 
paptupovv' KAI ro Ivevpa eotw n adybea: “ And it 
is the Spirit that beareth witness ; and the Spirit is 
truth. For there are three that bear record.” The 
frequent repetition of KAI is familiar to St. John, as 
in the third chapter of the Epistle, vv. 22, 23, 24. 
But be this as it may, the question of the authenticity 
of the seventh verse does not depend on the reading 
of the sixth; though the connection of the two verses 
appears to be improved by what I conceive to be the 
Neapolitan reading. | 

‘There are three that bear record,” tpes papru- 
povvres—three Persons—distinguished as Persons by 
the masculine participle ; of which the Spirit is de- 
clared to be one. But who are the three? If we 
admit the reading of all Greek Manuscripts but one, 
we must admit the following reading in defiance of 
grammar and the context: Tpes eow ov paprte- 
pouvtes, TO IIvevpa, kat TO Tdwp, katTO Aya. And 
thus IIvevpa, which in verse 6 has itself a neuter 
participle, is, in the nezt verse, when accompanied 
with two other neuter nouns, most unexpectcdly and 
solecistically connected with a masculine participle; 
a violation of grammar, which is a stronger evidence 
of the loss of some intervening sentence, than the 
existence of a verse in only one manuscript is, of 
interpolation. But in the seventh verse we have the 
three witnesses already recorded by St. John in his 
Gospel (chap. v. 31-37, viii. 183-18, xv. 26), and, at 
the same time, language of a legitimate construction. 
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For Hvevpa being by signification masculine, though 
by form neuter; and being one of the three paprv- 
pourres in verse seven, retains its construction in 
the eighth, and associates with it the other neuter 
nouns, which follow its construction. 

‘Without the seventh verse, the solecisms of the 
eighth will be unaccountable and indefensible. With- 
out the e& of the seventh verse, the article with & in 
the eighth verse is equally unaccountable, as Wolfius 
and the Bishop of Calcutta [Bishop Middleton, 
allowed of all to be the first authority on the doctrine 
of the Greek article] have observed. ‘‘ Neque enim 
dicitur—e evi, neque ets & evo, sed evs TO” Er 
Articulus itaque ille TO indicio est, antecessisse @ 
aliquod, ad quod respiciatur, hoc sensu, quod testes illi 
terrestres testi ccelesti trino, sed simul unz, in hoc 
negotio suffragentur.”— Wolf. in loc. 

‘ With the seventh verse, the witness (paprupia) 
which God bare of his Son in the ninth verse, has an 
obvious reference to the Iarnp, one of the paprv- 
pourres in the seventh. But without it, there is no 
expressed reference; for though Ivevya, which occurs 
in the sixth verse, may, in a general sense, be under- 
stood of God, yet, as one of the witnesses to the Son, 
recorded in the Gospel [in St. John’s only] it is always 
mentioned, not as the Father, but the Holy Spirit. 

‘ Without the seventh verse, there is no reason to be 
given, why the evidences of Christ’s incarnation are 
limited to three in the eighth verse; for he is proved 
to be the Son of God incarnate, by all the predicted 
circumstances of his birth, life, miracles, and suffer- 


‘4 
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ings, which are verified in the Gospel. Without the 
seventh verse, therefore, instead of three, there might 
be thirty witnesses. But with the three witnesses of 
the seventh verse, the limitation to three witnesses in 
the eighth, is followed by a natural and obvious 
parallelism. If the seventh verse had not preceded, 
it is probable that the water, and the blood, would not 
have been mentioned as witnesses. For they are not 
so recorded in the Gospel, nor so styled in verse six. 
‘To these proofs of the mutilation of the passage, by 
the absence of the seventh verse, we may add the 
proofs of the integrity of the passage with that verse, 
arising from the suitableness to the mode of thinking, 
and peculiar diction, of the Apostle, as well as to the 
scope and context of the verse. The mode of thinking 
is peculiar to St. John. No other of the Evangelists 
or Apostles speaks of the witness of the Father and 
the Holy Spirit, as he does in his Gospel, chap. v. 
31-37, viii. 18-18, xv. 26. Though Griesbach very 
greatly undervalues the internal evidence [using here 
t e arts of the advocate, and contrary to his own re- 
corded general principle], yet he states the affinity 
between the doctrine of the Epistle and the Gospel fairly 
and fully. He mentions it as the second of the internal 
arguments: ‘“(2) Joannes respexit ad sermonem 
Christi, Jo. v. 31-39, coll. Jo. viii. 12, 18, et idem, 
quod Jesus ibi docuerat, zzsdem argumentis probare 
suis lectoribus voluit: quo posito, comma 7 viz deesse 
potest." The diction is peculiar to St. John. No other 
Evangelist or Apostle calls the son of God THE 
WORD. The scope of the passage leads to the 
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addition of greater testimony than had been alleged. 
St. John had hitherto testified of Christ from his own 
and the other Apostles’ personal knowledge. But 
greater testimony than human testimony was neces- 
sary, as our Saviour said of himself (John v. 33, 34): 
‘ Ye sent unto John, and he bare witness unto the 
truth: but I receive not testimony from man.” 

‘In short, the grammar and reasoning require the 
seventh verse. The conjunctive particle, which, in 
the Syriac version, introduces the testimony of the 
Spirit, the water, and the blood, betrays the loss of 
the preceding clause. The words zn terrd, in those 
Latin copies which omit the seventh verse, indicate 
the absence of the verse which contained their corre- 
sponding terms [viz. in calo]. The article of the 
eighth verse refers to a previous union of testimony ; 
and the testimony of God the Father, in the ninth 
verse, implics a previous mention of the Father. 
When Christ speaks of himself in the Gospel (John 
v. 31), he confirms his own testimony by that of the 
Father. He does not, on that occasion, mention the 
Spirit [and why? because “the Spirit was not yet,” 
St. John vii. 39], but he there twice appeals to the 
testimony of the Father. The witness, therefore, in 
the ninth verse, is that of the Father ; and its reference 
is to ‘“ the Father ” in the seventh. | 

‘Whatever, then, may have been the cause of its 
omission in all [extant] Greek Manuscripts but one,! 


" The unfairness with which this quotation of the Greek MSS. 
has been handled is nowhere more conspicuous than in the example 
of Michaélis; who (where his prejudices come in) has the happy 
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it is clear from the internal evidence of the verse 
[and of its context],—from the mode of thinking and 


art of contradicting himself beyond any critic I have ever known. 
This self-corrective quality is nowhere more apparent than in his 
treatment of the seventh verse. According to his own general rule 
in one page, ‘ the true reading may be preserved in only one of the 
extant MSS.,’ or even ‘may be found in none.’ But having laid 
down this rule, almost in the next page he goes out of his way to 
exclude 1 John v. 7 from all ‘benefit of clergy.’ Here are the 
passages. A coinpleter specimen of ode and palinode, a great critic, 
surely, never left on record. 


‘An hundred MSS. of a book 
so ancient asthe New Testament 
is a very small number, in com- 
parison with the thousands, and 
tens of thousands, which are lost: 
here then it is possible, and often 
highly probable, that the true 
reading is preserved in only one 
of the MSS. that are now extant, 
and not impossible that it is con- 
tained in none.’ 


‘We find a remarkable in- 
stance [of omission from the 
omototeleuton, as in the seventh 
verse] in Matthew xxvii. 35, 
where the words between xAnpoy 
in the beginning of the verse, 
and «xAnpoy at the end of the 
verse... . are omitted in 94 MSS. 
quoted by Wetstein, to which 
we may add the four following, 
Codex, &c.. . . They are likewise 


omitted in the Complutensian 
edition: whence we may conclude that the Spanish editors had 
found them in no Greek MS., as they have retained them in the 
Latin translation. .. Here then, if numbers were to decide, no doubt 
could be made that the passage is spurious, but the singular cir- 
cumstance that «Anpeor immediately precedes and immediately follows 
the omitted words, makes the authority of 12 MSS. in their favour, 
more than equal to the authority of 100 MSS. in which they are 
omitted. The omission of the words between xAnpoy and xAnpoy, ts 
a very natural accident in the hurry of transcribing, but the inter- 
position of those words so as exactly to suit the context, is much 
more difficult to be conceived, and for this very reason I am more 
inclined to the opinion of Bengel, that the passage is genuine.’ This 
reasoning is sound and just, and applies in every particular, point 
by point, to the case of 1 John v. 7. There is the same occurrence 
of opooréAevra, and the same exact suitability of context. But the 
cloven foot now comes out. Michaélis, like Porson, was an inveter- 


218 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


diction expressed in the verse—as well as from the 
scope and context of the passage—that the verse is the 


ate adversary of the seventh verse, which must be swept away at 
all hazards. 

‘ But we must be cautious of carrying this rule to the extreme, 
nor can we conclude that an omoioteleuton is alone sufficient to 
render a text authentic, which we have solid reasons to condemn as 
spurious. Many have defended on this principle 1 John v. 7, 
though the verse is rejected by every ancient Greek manuscript, 
and absolutely inadmissible.’ 

Compare the two statements, and who but must see that the 
appeal to extant Greek MSS. is suicidal self-contradiction; and 
that his ‘ absolutely inadmissible,’ is the learned Professor's dictum 
to get rid of the seventh verse. 

Michaélis and the present: writer are old critical acquaintances. 
In my work on Hebrews, I have exposed, again and again, his 
faculty of self-contradiction. In the words of the author of ‘ The 
Jew's Letters’ to Voltaire, ‘ It is easy to deal with those who contra- 
dict others, but there is no reasoning with a writer who takes the 
liberty of contradicting himself.’ 

In point of fact, ifhis statement in the first extract is good for any 
thing, that at the close of the second extract is good for nothing. 
All that it proves is, the evil animus of the writer against the verse. 

As, however, its absence from all the extant Greek MSS. save 
one or two, constitutes the main argument of the moderns, of 
Griesbach, Scholz, Lachman, ‘Tischendorf, and I am sorry to add, of 
Wordsworth, for their rejection of the verse, I must remind the 
Christian public that these critics cannot claim Michaélis. His 
statement on this point makes decidedly against them, and is entirely 
on the side of its upholders. 

But the omission in the Complutensian text of the entire clause 
between «Afjjpoy and xAjjpoy, in St. Matthew xxvii. 85, noticed in the 
latter extract, has a bearing on the authenticity of the disputed 
verse which Michaélis failed to perceive, or at least has failed to 
pointout. The fact of this omission (which he justly concludes was 
made because ‘the Spanish editors found the clause in no Greek 
MS.,’ although so satisfied of its genuineness that ‘they have re- 
tained it in their Latin translation’) is a guarantee for the general 
fidelity of the Complutensian editors, and for their truthfulness in the 
case of the seventh verse—a guarantee which nothing can shake. That 
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authentic language of St. John, and an essential part 
of the Epistle; and that without it the passage 
becomes disjointed, defective in its references, and 
solecistical.’ 

However our modern critics may be indisposed to 
subscribe to all the propositions advanced in the above 
extract; they would find it difficult (I hold, im- 
possible) to get rid of the main points of the Bishop 


the same men, engaged in the same preat work, and acting on the same 
principles of editorship, should conscientiously omit an important 
clause in the one case, ‘ because they found it in no Greek manuscript,’ 
yet be guilty in the other of unconscientiously inserting a far more 
important clause, if equally ‘found in no Greek manuscript,’ 
is an assumption which recoils on the heads of its employers. The 
Complutensian editors, it follows, inserted the seventh verse in their 
text beyond question on the authority of their Greek MS. or MSS. 
And Porson’s wanton and ridiculous assertion of their having forged 
it from the Latin, falls to the ground. The ‘good Greek,’ as he 
himeelf confesses it to be, is the pure Greek of an original MS., 
bearing witness in its purity to the equal purity and good faith of 
Stunica and his learned associates. 

The vindication of the genuineness of the Complutensian Greek 
text, in the case of the seventh verse, has further and most important 
consequences. It is in fact the accession of the evidence of one or 
more Greek MSS. now unknown or lost, to that of the Codex Mont- 
fortianus. In quantity, this accession may, or may not be, small : 
but its quality is matter for the gravest consideration. For none 
can question that the Spanish editors had in their possession, and 
employed in the framing of their text, Greek MSS., now unknown 
or lost, of very high antiquity. And whatever portion of these 
MSS. contained the seventh verse, become so many witnesses to the 
soundness, in this point, of the Montfort Codex. Assuming, for 
argument sake, that the verse was found in one only of those codices, 
it is morally certain, from the general carefulness of the editors, that 
this MS. was one of the highest antiquity and authority. Probably, 
however, there were several. But my remark is, that, whatever the 
number, its whole weight goes into the scale of the Codex Mont- 
fortianus ; and thus, as may be, doubles, or trebles, or quadruples 
its witness. 
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of Salisbury’s argument. It is one thing to cavil; 
it is a wholly different thing to disprove. I shall 
only say, that until this argument shall be fairly dealt 
with point by point, and until its grammatical criti- 
cisms shall be grammatically disproved, its evidences 
in support of the seventh verse will claim just 
attention, and have their due weight, with all honest 
reasoners. 
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CHAPTER XIX. 


The text of the three Heavenly Witnesses indispensable 
to complete the acknowledged doctrinal correspondence 
between St. John’s Gospel and his First Epistle. 


Even Griesbach affirms the close doctrinal parallel . 
between the Gospel and the First Epistle. ‘ Joannes 
respexit ad sermonem Christi, Jo. v. 31-39, coll. 
Jo. vili. 12-18, et 2dem, quod Jesus ibi docuerat, 
tisdem argumentis probare suis lectoribus voluit.’ The 
doctrine here in question is the doctrine of heavenly 
witness. And so sensible is Griesbach of the perfect 
parallel, here, between the Gospel and First Epistle, 
that he honestly concludes (in the face of his own 
published opposite judgment) ‘quo posito, comma 
septimum vix deesse potest.’ 

I shall carry on this curt but pregnant admission 
(as Griesbach should have done) to its legitimate 
consequences, by opening out the relative positions 
of our Lord and of his hearers; and the inevitable 
identity of his law of witness with the Law of Moses, in 
discourses addressed by a Jewish teacher to Jews. For 
the appeals made in these several discourses were 
addressed by one ‘made under the law,’ to Jews, like 
himself, ‘ born under the law:’ and, therefore, could 
have reference only to the law of witness, as laid down 


e 
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in the law of Moses. The Mosaic law of witness, 
consequently, so familiar to all, claims special notice 
and exclusive consideration, in the present argument. 
This Divine law, we know, required, in all cases, the 
presence of ‘two or three witnesses.’ The reason is 
assigned by its Divine Author— that, in the mouth of 
two or three witnesses every word may be esta- 
blished.’ 

The importance of this legal rule, as a funda- 
mental law of evidence, is marked out, not only 
by its institution, recorded in the Book of Numbers 
(xxxv. 30), but by its twofold repetition, in the 
Book of Deuteronomy (xvii. ¢, xix. 15). The in- 
variableness of its observance under ‘the Jews’ 
religion,’ is traceable from the earliest to the latest 
periods of the Jewish polity; from the book of Ruth 
(iv.) to the prophecies of Isaiah (viii. 2) and 
Jeremiah (xxxii. 10-12), and thence, again, to the 
coming and time of our blessed Lord. 

That this Jewish law of witness was equally the 
Divine law of witness under the Gospel dispensation, 
is clearly proved by its reiterated enforcement 
throughout the New Testament. 

But if the Mosaic rule, as the one first principle of 
the whole law of evidence, was thus equally in force 
under both covenants, in all questions of life and 
property, it must be expected, by analogy, to be in 
force still more cogently and solemnly, in questions 
affecting the evidences of the life everlasting, and the 
highest interests of immortal man. 

Foremost among these questions self-cvidently 
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stands the doctrine of the Godhead, the only source 
of ‘life, and breath, and all things;’ that whence 
alone springs the whole Divine scheme and process of 
creating, redeeming, and sanctifying love. If, then, 
Christianity itself be treated (as it unquestionably is) 
in the New Testament as a question of evidences, the 
Scriptural law of witness must be expected pre- 
eminently to obtain, in what respects the being, and 
nature, and attributes, of God. 

Now Christianity itself, in the New Testament, is 
treated, throughout, as a question of evidences. The 
Apostles themselves are described, by their first 
president, St. Peter, as ‘ordained to be witnesses of 
Christ’s resurrection,’ and, again, as ‘ witnesses of all 
things which he did, both in the land of the Jews, 
and in Jerusalem ; witnesses chosen before of God, who 
did eat and drink with him after he rose from the 
dead.’ Compare Acts i. 8, ii. 32, i. 15, v. 32, x. 41, 
xi. 31. 

St. Paul, in like manner, at a later period, rests the 
doctrine of the resurrection, and, in it, all the truth 
and saving virtue of Christianity, wholly upon the 
evidences of that all-glorious event; and, under the 
sense of its unspeakable importance, this master- 
reasoner presents to the Corinthian Christians an 
array of evidences, unparalleled in the history of 
evidence, sacred or profane (1 Cor. xv. 1-8). 

Now, from the Resurrection of Christ and its 
unparalleled evidences, we have but to return to the 
doctrine of the Godhead and its witnesses, and from 
the practice of the Apostles to the example of our 
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Lord, to see the law of witness as laid down by Moses, 
here adopted as his rule by our Saviour Christ. 

In the Gospel of St. John we find our Lord, in 
presence of the assembled Scribes and Pharisees, and 
in answer to their gainsaying, thus vindicating the 
truth and authority of his mission by a solemn appeal 
to their own law of evidence: ‘It is also written in 
your law, that the testimony of two men is true. I[ 
am one that bear witness of myself, and the Father 
that sent me beareth witness of me.’ St. John viii. 18. 
But while the testimony of two men was to be legally 
received as true, the Law of Moses (doubtless for a wise 
and adequate purpose ) provided a still further security 
for the fuller establishment of the truth, by the discre- 
tionary addition of a third witness: ‘At the mouth 
of two witnesses, or at the mouth of three witnesses, 
shall the matter be established.’—Deut. xix. 15. That 
this separate provision had its special use and purpose, 
none can question where the enactment is Divine. 
The use and purpose are, however, self-evident. The 
highest number of witnesses belonged to the most im- 
portant causes; and this being so, we are authorized 
to anticipate, that the highest number of witnesses 
would be summoned in evidence, in the most import- 
ant cause which could arise between God and man, 
namely, the nature of the Godhead, both within itself, 
and in its relations with the recovery and restoration 
of a fallen world. 

Now how stands the witness of the Godhead to 
‘the truth as it is in Jesus Christ,’ in St. John’s 
Gospel? In the fifth and eighth chapters we have, 
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unquestionably, the fullest testimony of two heavenly 
witnesses, the Father and the Son: the former pre- 
viously borne in ‘ the voice from heaven saying, This 
is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased;’ the 
latter proclaimed in those mighty miracles and wonders 
which none but God could work. Two of the Heavenly 
Witnesses we here have; but where is the third? 
St. John himself will answer, The third ‘ was not yet’ 
(vii. 39). And why? because the Comforter was not 
yet come; because God the Holy Ghost had not yet 
descended among men. But his coming was foreseen; 
his coming was foretold: his coming was the theme of 
prophetic anticipation from the lips of him ‘who spake 
as never man spake,’ when, in the near prospect of 
approaching death, he breathed heavenly consolation 
into the hearts of his sorrowing disciples in these 
words: ‘But, when the Comforter is come, whom I 
will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit 
of truth which proceedeth from the Father, HE SHALL 
TESTIFY OF ME.’ (St. John xv. 26.) 

In the Gospel of St. John, therefore, we have, what 
the reason of the case would anticipate, three Heavenly 
Witnesses, in other words, the highest testimony 
ordained by the law of Moses, borne in the highest 
cause which could arise between God and man: only, 
in strict agreement with the circumstances of time 
and place, two of the three witnesses only are pre- 
dicated of in the Gospel as present : the third, as 
future, for (says the beloved disciple) ‘the Holy Ghost 
was not yet, because that Jesus was not yet glorified.’ 

The import of this threefold evidence, however, 

Q 
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terminates not in itself: it indissolubly connects itself 
with corresponding evidence beyond it. For the 
same circumstances of time, which prevented the 
simultaneous appearance of the three Heavenly Wit- 
nesses in the Gospel of St. John, required their 
simultaneous appearance in his First General Epistle. 
At the time, of which the Gospel treata, the Holy 
Ghost was not yet come: at the time, on the other 
hand, when the Epistle was written, he had long 
tabernacled among men. Hence arises a new argu- 
ment of internal evidence for the genuineness of the 
seventh verse. J or the Gospel and the First Epistle 
of St. John, in the treatment of their common theme 
—the Divinity of the Word of God—are so at unity 
in doctrine, in scope, and in the whole turn of ex- 
pression, as altogether to preclude the idea of any 
vital break in that unity. Take away, however, from 
the context of the Epistle, the text of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses, and the unity is broken: the 
Epistle is left without the law of witness so solemnly 
laid down, by Christ himself, in the Gospel; and the 
Gospel is left without the completion of its own 
prophetic triad of witnesses, consequent upon the 
coming and ministry of God the Holy Ghost. 

Retain, on the other hand, the text of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses, and all is at unity, all complete, 
all perfect. The declarations of Christ in the 
Gospel, ‘I am one that bear witness of myself, and 
the Father that sent me beareth witness of me’ (St. 
John viii. 17, 18): again, ‘The works which the 
Father hath given me to finish bear witness of me that 
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the Father hath sent me; and the Father himself 
which hath sent me, hath borne witness of me’ (St. 
John v. 31-37): and, lastly, ‘ But when the Comforter 
is come, whom I will send unto you from the Father, 
HE SHALL TESTIFY OF ME’ (St. John xv. 26). These 
declarations of our Lord find, I add in conclusion, 
their counterpart and completion solely in the an- 
swering words of 1 John v. 7: ‘For there are three 
that bear record in Heaven, the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Ghost; and these three are one. If we 
receive the witness of. men, the witness of God is 
greater. For THIS IS THE WITNESS OF GOD which he 
hath testified of his Son’ (1 John v. 7, 9). 


228 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


CHAPTER XX. 


Internal Evidences for the Genuineness of the Seventh 
Verse: 


1. As essential to complete the parallel with the 
strictly corresponding passage in St. John’s 
Gospel (ili. 11, 12) upon the same twofold 
theme of earthly and heavenly witness; 

2. As required by the grammatical structure of its 
context; and 

3. As demanded by the laws of Hebrew parallelism. 


We will take these points in order. 


1. ZLabular collation of 1 John v. 7, 8, 9, with 
St. John iii. 11, 12. 


"Ort tTpeis elow ot paptu- Kai 6 éwpaxapev pap- 
pouvTes TUPOUpMLEV® 
Kal THY papTupiay 
7 pOY 
ov hap Bavere. 
év T@ ovparva, el Ta Emiyera 
o Iarnp, 6 Adyos, cat To elo bpiv, kat ov muoTEv- 
aytov Ivetpa: ETE, TOS, ay ETM VW 
Kat ovrot ot Tpels ev eto 
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‘ 
Kal Tpeis ciow ot papTr- 


pouvrTes 
9 A wn Q 9 Ud a 
év T) YI; Ta €TOUPGVLA, TLOTEV- 
TO TVEULA, Kat TO Vdwp, Kat OeTE ; 
‘ v 
TO ala.’ 


N € A 9 a g +] 
Kat ou Tpets Eis TO EV Elo. 
el THY papTupiav 
Tov avbpatav 
Lap Bavopeyr, 

) papTupia 
Tov Oeov 

a 9 a 

peilov €oriv: 

9 9 9 N 

OTL auTn eorriv 

) papTupta 

Tov Geo, 

nv pepapTupynKe 
mept Tov Tiov avrov. 


Remarks. 


1. In both these contexts there is a double witness, 
an. earthly and a heavenly. 

2. In both, the heavenly is a plural witness, as 
shown by the plural number being used in it. 

3. In both, consequently, the heavenly witness is 
the witness of the Godhead: the Persons being named 
in the Epistle, and necessarily understood in the 
Gospel. 

4. In both contexts, it follows, we have alike the 
three Heavenly Witnesses. 

Our Lord’s own words—oidapnev—)ahotper—éwpa- 
kapev-—paptupovwe (St. John ii. 11) contrasted with 
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the singulars—elzov—etzw (iil. 12) leave no doubt it 
is THE TRrvity that witnesses. 

The doctrine of the three Heavenly Witnesses, 
therefore, is as really set forth in the Gospel as in the 
Epistle ;? and 1 John v. 7, is nothing more than an 
expansion of St. John iii. 11, by the nominal enume- 
ration of the three Persons, inevitably understood, 
though not categorically expressed, in St. John iii. 11. 
In a word, retain the seventh verse, and the parallel 
between the two contexts now examined is complete; 
reject the seventh verse, and the parallel, otherwise 
perfect, is broken vitally and gone. 


1. The doctrine of Witness, a main characteristic 
of St. John’s writings. 


To give its due force, however, to the preceding 
parallel, it will be necessary to enlarge our field of 
view. The doctrine of Witness is so peculiarly cha- 
racteristic of the teaching of St. John, as to be a vital 
stamp of authenticity upon his chief writings ; and to 
put the seal of his Apostleship to the whole evidences 
which attest his authorship of the Book of Revelation. 
This peculiar feature pervades and characterizes his 
Gospel, not only in the context just examined, but 
from its commencement to its close. In the opening 
of his Gospel, we first meet the witness of Saint John 
the Baptist to Christ as God the Word. ‘ He came 


2 ‘The whole passage of St. John has evidently a reference to 
what our Saviour says of the testimony of the Father, and of the 
Spirit. And the Apostle’s reasoning is founded on the concurrent 
testimony.’'—Bishop Burgess, Tract on 1 John v. 7, p. 64. 
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for a witness, to bear witness of the Light, that all 
men, through him, might believe.’ Next, we have 
the witness of Christ and of the Godhead to the 
Truth, in the place above noted. And afterwards, the 
yet future witness of the Holy Ghost: ‘ But when the 
Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you from 
the Father, even the Spirit of Truth which proceedeth 
from the Father, He shall testify of me.’ 

We come next to the doctrine of witness, as laid 
down by the same Apostle, in the close of the canon 
of Scripture, the Book of Revelation. In this wonderful 
Book, the hand and teaching of him who may be not 
unfitly characterized as THE APOSTLE OF WITNESS, are 
unequivocally legible throughout. It opens, like his 
Gospel, with the doctrine of earthly witness, his own 
witness to the Truth. It goes on to the mention, the 
reiterated mention, of the testimony of Jesus Christ. 
It ascends to the vision of ‘the temple of the taber- 
nacle of THE TESTIMONY in Heaven.’ And it concludes 
with that final witness, borne by the Lord Jesus, in 
his own Person from Heaven, ‘He which testzfieth 
these things, saith, Surely I come quickly. Amen.’ 

But the great truth to be noted as bearing on our 
present argument, is this: that ‘the testimony of 
Jesus’ spoken of throughout the Apocalypse, is his 
testimony, not on earth, but in and from Heaven: 
that it is as a heavenly witness, He, ‘ the true witness,’ 
throughout this Book, appears; as though manifesting 
himself as one of the ‘ Three that bear witness in 
Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost.’ 
Nay we have in the Apocalypse the three Heavenly 
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Witnesses, for the message of St. John was ‘ From 
Him which is, and which was, and which is to come ; 
and from the seven Spirits which are before the 
throne ; and from Jesus Christ, the faithful witness, 
the first-begotten of the dead.’ 

When to all this we add, that ‘ the Temple of the 
tabernacle of the Testimony,’ afterwards introduced, 
was also in Heaven; and that ‘ the Temple was filled 
with smoke from the glory of God, and from his 
power ;’ and that the Apostle ‘heard a great voice 
out of the Temple,’—what read we in this record, 
but that the Triune Jehovah was present in that 
‘ Tabernacle of the Testimony’? what hear we in that 
‘Great Voice,’ but the Voice of the ‘ Three that bear 
witness in Heaven, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost’? From the Gospel and the Apocalypse we 
pass to his First Epistle. 

In his First Epistle we have the same sure mark 
and test of the hand and authorship of the beloved 
Apostle. He begins (in conformity with his Divine 
Master’s prediction, ‘And ye shall testify of me’) 
with his own witness to the truth, ‘We have seen, 
and bear witness, and shew unto you that Eternal 
Life, which was with the Father, and was manifested 
unto us;’ he resumes his testimony in the fourth 
chapter, and here in immediate connection with the 
doctrine of the Godhead, as a witness to the Divine 
agency of the three Persons, ‘ Hereby know we that 
we dwell in him, and he in us, because he hath 
given us of his Spirit. And we have seen and do 
testify that the Father sent the Son to be the Saviour 
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of the world.’ Here are the three Persons. And it 
was only following his own texts in the Gospel, and 
reasoning (as our Lord himself had taught him to 
reason) according to the rule of the Mosaic Law— 
‘that in the mouths of two or three witnesses every 
word may be established,’ that he should progressively 
ascend, in the fifth chapter, to the legal fulness of 
testimony contained in the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses. The appearance of the three Divine 
Persons in the Gospel as witnesses, authorizes, in 
fact, anticipation of their reappearance as Witnesses 
in the Epistle. This just anticipation is met by the 
seventh verse, and the concurrence of the two records 
in a point of so high moment is alone a guarantee of 
its genuineness. 

Griesbach himself, we have seen, affirms, ‘ and fairly 
and fully states, the affinity between the doctrine of 
the Epistle and of the Gospel.’ Receive the seventh 
verse, and this affinity is perfect. Reject the seventh 
verse, and there is a great chasm left; for there 
remains, then, absolutely no parallel for the Heavenly 
Witnesses of the Gospel : the life-blood of the affinity 
of doctrine is lost. The disputed text, therefore, is 
essential to complete the acknowledged doctrinal 
parallel. But 


2. The seventh verse is required by the grammatical 
structure of its context. 


Porson and Michaélis are strenuously opposed to 
any such admission. The former not only denies 
that the omission of the verse makes any break in the 
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composition, but dogmatically asserts the contrary 
opinion. The shorter readings, he maintains, are 
generally the true ones; and that the shorter reading, 
here, makes the best grammar. Once, however, we 
know the animus of a writer, it is our own fault if we 
are carried away by his assertions. On the contrary, 
as the rabid adversary of the verse, his reasonings are 
always justly open to suspicion, and his assertions go 
for nothing. Sed audi alteram partem. 

Mill, Bengel, Wolfius, Bishop Middleton (himself 
a host), all great Biblical scholars, are all of the 
contrary opinion. They all maintain that the gram- 
matical structure of the context is alone decisive for 
the retention of the seventh verse: Bengel’s judg- 
ment represents them all: ‘ Adamantina versicularum 
coherentia, omnium codicum penuriam compensat.’ ® 
Wolfius and the Bishop of Calcutta go more into 
particulars. They agree in judgment that ‘ without 
the seventh verse, the solecisms of the eighth will be 
unaccountable and indefensible: that without the éy 
of the seventh verse, the article with ev in the eighth 
verse is equally unaccountable. ‘ Neque enim dicitur, 
ev elo, neque eis ev eiot, sed eis TO ev eiow. +Articulus 
ille TO indicio est, antecessisse ev aliquod, ad quod 
respiciatur, hoc sensu, quod testes illi terrestres testi 
celesti trino, sed simul unz, in hoc negotio suffra- 


gentur.’ (Wolf. Cur. Philol. in loc.) Bishop Middle- 


3 ‘Intima, denique, versus utriusque connexio, exactus rhythmus, 
indivisa parodia est: et alter sine altero se habet tanquam periodus 
composita aut stropha poética, ubi pars dimidia desideratur.’—Beng. 
in 1 John v. 7, 8. 
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ton’s concurrence in this criticism gives it the utmost 
weight. In the art of medicine, we go, in special 
cases, not to the general practitioner, but to the 
surgeon or physician who has studied and mastered 
that particular branch of his art. So should it be in 
scholarship: Porson was a great Greek scholar ; but, 
where the Article is in question, it is the part of 
wisdom to go, not to him, but to ‘ MIDDLETON ON THE 
GREEK ARTICLE.’ His judgment, upon this one gram- 
matical point in the seventh and eighth verses, is of 
more worth than all the articular judgments that the 
Bentleys or Porsons ever wrote. 

But, while the gap caused by the’ omission of the 
seventh verse, is betrayed in the structure of the 
eighth by the consequent absence of necessary ante- 
cedents, the indispensable necessity for the seventh 
verse is shown by the verse following, which unmis- 
takeably denotes the pre-existence of a twofold testi- 
mony: a human and a Divine; e ryv paprupiay trav 
avOparreav \apBdvone, n paptupia Tov Beov peilwv 
éoriv. ‘If we receive the witness of men, the witness 
of God is greater.’ Now here is a double witness, an 
earthly and a heavenly. But where is this double 
witness, without the seventh verse? It is needless to 
pursue the analysis. Porson’s paradox that ‘the 
shorter reading is the true one,’ breaks down at 
every succeeding step. The baldness and brokenness 
of the mutilated passage displays itself to every un- 
jaundiced eye.‘ 


4 ‘ All scems infected that the infected spy, 
As all looks yellow to the jaundiced eye.’ 
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It would be easy to multiply marks of breaks in 
the grammatical structure of the context, consequent 
upon the absence of the seventh verse; but it is 
needless. The true order and connection of the com- 
position will be seen in the tabular harmony of the 
parallel places of St. John’s First Epistle and of his 
Gospel with which I shall close this view of the 
internal evidences. 

The last head of internal evidence for the genuine- 
ness of the seventh verse, is one which has never 
heretofore been brought into the argument. It is 
of the most commanding kind. 


3. The text is demanded by the laws of Hebrew 
parallelism. 


This grand fundamental principle both of Hebrew 
and Hellenistic composition, first developed by the 
illustrious Bishop Lowth, in his celebrated ‘* Preelec- 
tions on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews,’ has been 
triumphantly established in the ‘Sacred Literature’ 
of Bishop Jebb, as a law of composition equally 
pervading the entire structure of the New Testament. 
This last great discovery (the greatest after Lowth’s 
ever made for the elucidation of Scripture) brings a 
wholly new principle of criticism into the field, 
whereby to determine the genuineness, or non- 
genuineness, of any passages of the New Testament, 
self-evidently cast in the Hebraic mould. 

That the entire context, 1 John v. 6-9, 7s cast in 
this mould, will be seen at once by those who are 
conversant (and all who love the Scriptures ought to 
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be conversant) with the works referred to, in the 
following arrangement and distribution of the context 
here in question. 


Oirds éotw 6 Oar 
9 9 Q 9 
du vdaros Kai aipartos, 
"Inaovs 6 Xpioros: 
3 > a Y 4 
ovK év T@ VOaTL pdvor, 
GAN’ év T@ VOaTL Kal TO aiparte’ 
Q “ ~ 493 .' , “A 
Kat To IIvevpa €otw To paptupour, 
ort TO TIvevpa dorw 7 adyOea. 
9 O ”~ +) e A 9 “~ 9 “~ 
TL TpELs EloW O} papTUpOUVTES EV T@ OUPAVa, 
€ “ € 4 “ x, 9g “A 
o IIarnp, 0 Aoyos, kat To aytov ITIvevpa: 
Kai ovTot ot Tpets & €ior. 
Kai rpeis eiow of paprupovyres &v TH yn, 
TO TvEvpA, Kal TO VOwp, Kai 76 ala: 
Kal ot Tpels Eis TO EV Elo. 
> 4} 4 ~ 9 4 ld 
Et rhv paptupiay trav avbpwrov hapBavope, 
7 paptupia Tov Beov peilwy eoriv. 


This passage, viewed as a whole, is a perfect 
example of Hebrew parallelism. It consists of an 
introductory clause, followed by two pairs of parallel 
couplets synonymous, a six-line antithetical stanza, 
and an antithetical parallel couplet as the close. The 
six-line stanza contains the twofold witness. 

The whole context is constructed strictly according 
to the laws of Hebrew poetry, as laid down by Bishops 
Lowth and Jebb. The opening parallel couplets 
synonymous are clear and simple, and require no 
comment. The middle, or six-line stanza, is more 
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artificially constructed: a happy circumstance, as it 
becomes, in consequence, its own voucher for its 
unity and integrity as a whole. For its parts will be 
found to correspond strictly with each other, yet to 
unite in one sentence. 

The structure of this double sentence so knits 
together all its parts, as to shut out altogether the 
very idea of a break in its unity: St. Paul’s language 
alone can adequately describe its composition— the 
whole body fitly joined together, and compacted by 
that which every joint supplieth, according to the 
effectual working in the measure of every part.’ For, 
on examination, it will be seen that the first line 
corresponds with the fourth, the second with the fifth, 
and the third with the sixth line of the stanza. 

To all readers acquainted with the rules of Hebrew 
parallelism it must at once be apparent, that a sentence 
so constructed authenticates itself; and speaks, at the 
same time, syntazically for the authenticity of the 
text of the three Heavenly Witnesses. 


In the preceding pages, its authenticity has been 
tested, and, it is humbly conceived, demonstrated, by 
an induction of proofs gathered from a field of research 
on a scale altogether beyond all that has been hitherto 
attempted, on either side, in this great controversy. 
I would now bring the subject to a close by an 
experimentum crucis: by submitting to the reader in 
parallel columns the whole passage (1 John v. €-9) 
as it stands in the Textus Receptus, and, again, as 
Professor Porson would have it stand in what I hold 
to be his mutilated text. 
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1 John v. 6-9: the Textus 1 John v. 6-9: Professor 
Receptus. Porson’s mutilation. 

Oitds €orw 6 éOav Oitds éorw 6 édOav 

du vdaros Kai aiparos, du vdatos Kal aiparos, 


"Inoots Xpiorés: "Inoous Xpiotés’ 


9 3 a YY 4 
ouK év T@ VoaTe povor, 
9 “~ 
GAN év T@ vVoaTL Kal 
“A 9 
T@ aipate 
. Q “A 4 > 
kat To IIvevpa éorw 
TO papTupovr, 
9 “ “~ 4.9 e 
ott TO IIvevpa eotw 7 


adn ea. 


9 > ~ 9 ld 
ouK é&v T@ VOaTL pLOVO?, 
>. a“ 
G\N’ ev T@ VOaTL Kal 
~ 9 
T@ ayare’ 
.\ Q ~ 4.6 
Kat To IIvevpa eotw 
TO LapTuUpoUr, 
9 “ ~ 4.9 e 
ort TO IIvevpa eotw 7 


adnGera. 


"Ort tTpeis eiow ot paptr- 
pouvtes €v T@ ovpare, 
6 Iarip, 
70 ayvov TIvevpa:" 


6 Adyos,® kat 


A e € ies 9 + ] 
Kat OUTOL Ol TpELs EV Eict. 
Kai rpets eiow ot papre- 


pouvtes év TH YD; 


Kai tpets eiow ot papte- 


pouvtes ev TH YD: 


5 6 wépwac pe Tarip, 
abrog pepapripnce wept Euov.—St. John v. 37. 
6 éyw [i.e. 6 Adyoc] eiue 6 paprupor 
wepe Esaurov, cal paprupet 
wepl éuov o rép ac pe Tarnp.—St. John viii. 18. 
7 Gray 6€ EXOn 6 MapaxAnrog, 
dv éyw xépw ipiv wapa rov Iarpoc, 
(ro TIvetpa rijc dAnOelac, 6 rapa rov Marpog éxropeverat,) 
exeivoo papruph oer wept éuov.—sSt. John xv. 26. 


Here, in point of fact, are the three Heavenly Witnesses of 1 John 
v. 7. The last of the three passages cited here from the Gospel) 
(viz. xv. 26) contains all the three. 
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ax ~” QA Q nd E 
TO mVvEVpA, Kal TO VOUMwp, 


a VN . 

Kat 76 alpa* 

a e “A b ] x. g > 

Kai ob TpEts Eis TO EV ElorLW. 

Ei ryv paptuptiay Tov av- 
Opatrav hap Bavone, 

) «paptupia tov @eou 
petlov éotiv. 


TO ‘WvEV 6 vow 
eva, TO vowp, 
QA e 
Kat TO alua’ 
Q e ”~ 3 x. g¢ 3 
Kal Ol TpEls Els TO EV ELo WY, 
Eiri paptupiay tov ay- 
v4 Ud 
Oparrav \apBavoper, 
7) papTupia Tov Oeov 
a > ? 
pelo Eeoriv. 
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CHAPTER XXI. 


Internal Evidences from Comparison of St. John’s 
Gospel with his First Epistle. 


Tue close parallel of doctrine between St. John’s 
Gospel and his First Epistle is admitted on all sides. 
The law of witness is the common starting-point in 
both records. The Gospel opens with the witness of 
St. John the Baptist: the Epistle, with the witness of 
St. John the Evangelist himself. The Gospel adduces 
three Heavenly Witnesses in confirmation of its doc- 
trine : a fact which, to complete the universally acknow- 
ledged parallel, renders the text of the three Heavenly 
Witnesses indispensable in the Epistle. These data 
will suffice to set the evidences of the following 
Harmony of the parallel passages in their true light. 


Harmony. 


St. John v. 31-37. 1 John v. 7. 
dav €y® papTup® Tepi Ort TpEls Elow 
ELAUTOU, 7) papTupia jLou 
ovx €oTw adnOys. | 
Gos €orivy 6 paprupav of papTvpourTeEs ev TY 


Tept e400, Kat olda ort adn- oupave, 
Oys é€otw % papTupia jv 
poaprupel Trept eon. 


R 
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Dpels AMETTAAKATE TTPOS 
"Iwdvyny, Kat penapTupnKe 
Tm adrnbeia: eyo dé ov rapa 
avOperov Thy paptupiay 
LapBavw ... 

éya dé exw THY papTv- 
piay peilw Tov ‘Iwavvou" Ta 
yap €pya & cdwKé pou o 
Tlarip wa tedkewow avra, 
aura Ta Epya & éyw Tow, 
PapTupeEt tepi eov ore 6 
Tlarnp pe améotadxe: 

Kal 6 wéupas pe Tari, 
avroés pepapTUpnKeE Tepe 
€/L00. 


vii. 18. 
éyo elt O papTupav 
TWept e“avrov, Kal wapTv- 
PEt epi Enov 6 méupas pe 
IIarnp. 


xv. 26. 


6tav dé EMO 6 Tlapdxhn- 
a 3 A 4 ¢ ” ‘ 

TOS, OV Eyw TEUWw ULL Tapa. 
tov IIarpos, 

76 TIvedpa ths adnOeias, 
6 ‘\ “ \ 2 
O trapa tov Ilarpos exzo- 
peveTat, Eexewos papTu- 
PHOEL EPL Epov. 


6 arn, 


O Aoyos, 


\ , 9 “ 
Kat TO aytov IIvevpa. 
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--From this Harmony the reader will at once see, 
that, in the passages taken from St. John’s Gospel, we 
have the three Heavenly Witnesses, the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Spirit, as enumerated in the 
seventh verse of the fifth chapter of his First Epistle: 
with this difference only, that, in the Gospel, the 
witness of the Holy Ghost is spoken of as future; an 
appropriate difference, which St John has himself 
explained—ovrw yap Hv Tvedpa ayrov, ore 6 Inaods 
ovderw éofdac6y. When our Lord spake, ‘the Holy 
Ghost was not yet come.’ When St. John wrote, he 
was not a future, but a present third witness.} 

Now the seventh verse is the only place in the 
First Epistle where the three Heavenly Witnesses 
spoken of in the Gospel are mentioned. Exscind 
this verse, and you make a complete break in the 
universully acknowledged parallel between the Gospel 
and the Epistle; and this in the most important of all 
doctrinal points, the doctrine of the Godhead. Retain 
it, on the other hand, and the parallel is perfect.? The 


1 The above view was arrived at solely by collation of the 
Gospel passages in question with the seventh verse. I had the 
happiness, subsequently, to find my independent judgment in unison 
with that of Bengel: ‘Jesus Christus, ante passionem, de sue et 
Patris testimonio aperte locutus erat. <Accedit, post glorificatione 
maxime, testimonium Spiritus Sancti... Quure, ut antea binarius 
testium urgebatur, Joh. viii. 17, ita, nunc, trias.’— Beng. in loc. 

2 That acutest of textualists, Bengel, again, tactfully points 
out a theological necessity which authenticates the seventh verse : 
‘xai ovroe of rpeic Ev eioc.—Unum sunt hi tres; sicut duo, Pater et 
Filius, unum sunt. Spiritum a Patre et Filio sejungere nil potest. 
Nam si cum Patre et Filio Spiritus unum non esset, dicere deberemus, 


B 2 
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criticism that can hesitate between these alterna- 
tives, seems intelligible only on one or other of two 
grounds, unsoundness of doctrine, or unsoundness of 
understanding. That a parallel otherwise confessedly 
of the closest kind, and, taken with the existing 
seventh verse, altogether perfect, should leave a gap, 
a chasm, a total blank, at the doctrinal point beyond 
all others of the supremest importance, is a proposition 
so contrary to experience and common sense, as 
scarcely to leave room for any milder explanation. 


cum Patre et Filio, qui unum sunt, Spiritum esse duo: quod ab- 
horret a tota revelationis divine summa.’—Bengel. in 1 Joh. v. 7. 

‘Unum sunt, essentia, notitia, voluntate, atque adeo consensu 
testimonii.’—Jd. ib. 
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CHAPTER XXII. 


Internal Evidences for the Text of the Three Heavenly 
Witnesses, from Comparison of 1 John v. 7 with 
Apocalypse xv. 5, 8, xvi. 1, 17, and xix. 5. 


Tue relation between 1 John v. 7 and the above 
texts from the Apocalypse is close as that between 
two tallies. Rev. xv. 5, we find the ‘ Tabernacle of 
Witness opened in Heaven ;’ xv. 8, we learn that the 
Inhabitant of this Tabernacle, or Temple, was God ; 
xvi. 17, that ‘a great voice [‘ voices,’ Rev. iv. 5] went 
forth from the Throne of this Temple in Heaven :’ 
self-evidently the Voice, or Voices, of Gop. This 
Voice from the Tabernacle of Witness spake three 
times: viz. xvi. 1, xvi. 17, and xix. 5. The yéyove 
of the second voice, answering to the reréAeorau (St. 
John xix. 30), bespeaks that of the Adyos, or second — 
Person: an inference demonstrated by the recurrence 
of the yéyove, Apoc. xxi. 6, where the Adyos speaks 
in his own Person, as 76 A xai 70 M, as in the first 
chapter. The second Voice, then, being that of the 
Aéyos, the first and third would be those of the 
Father and the Holy Spirit. 

Here, then, are the three Heavenly Witnesses of 
the Epistle reappearing in the Apocalypse in the very 
act of bearing witness from the Throne of the Tabernacle 
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of Witnessin Heaven. The Epistle tells of their Tes- 
timony: the Apocalypse of the Act of bearing it. 

Thus his Gospel, on the one hand, and his Apo- 
calypse, on the other, supply St. John’s own authen- 
tication of the seventh verse of his First Epistle. The 
‘Three that bear witness in Heaven,’ stand revealed 
alike in all the three records. That the Gospel and 
the Apocalypse should undeniably contain them, yet 
their corresponding presence in the Epistle be pro- 
nounced an interpolation, is a pitch of paradox that I 
leave to the lovers of paradox to swallow and digest if 
they can. In point of fact, so essential is the seventh 
verse to preserve the undeniable parallel of the Epistle 
with the Gospel and Apocalypse, that, had it altogether 
dropped out, I hesitate not to affirm that a sane 
criticism might have detected the omission, and noted 
the Epistle as, at this point, mutilated and defective. 

Every Catholic Christian should recognize the sub- 
stance of the seventh verse in Rev. xv. 5, & «kat 
iSob, qvotyn 6 vads THS OKNVAS TOD papTrupiou 
€vy T@ OUPAavg@... Kal éyeioOy O vads ex THs Sd&ns 
Tov Qeov, Kat éx THs Suvdpews avtou’ because Gop is 
here; and, where Gop is, the Trinity in Unity is. 
There is no escape from ‘this inference, save for 
heretics who deny the doctrine. The passages of the 
Apocalypse now first brought together, are simply 
the substance of 1 John v. 7 unfolded. 


Recapitulation. 


Rev. xv. 5, we find a Temple or Tabernacle of 
Witness in Heaven. Rey. xv. 8, we find Gop the 
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inhabitant of this Temple. Rev. xvi. 1, xvi. 17, and 
xix. 5, we have the three Heavenly Witnesses of the 
Epistle in three voices from the heavenly T. emple and 
Throne. 

kal pera tadra eldov, cal, 80d, #votyy 

0 vaos THS OKHNYHS TOD Paptuptov év t@ 

oupava. 
Witness of Father. 
Kal HKovoa pwns peyddns €x TOD vaod, K.TX. 
Witness of the Logos. 

kat €&\Oe pwr peydArn 

a7O TOV vaov TOD Odpavod, dd TOU Opdvov, 

\éyovoa’ TETONE. 

Witness of Holy Spirit. 

Kat porn é€x Tov Opdvov e&prOe, déyo va, K.7.d. 

The three Heavenly Witnesses symbolized by these 
three voices are followed, Rev. xxi. 22, by a passage 
which proclaims the mystic Temple to be THE GopHEAD. 

Kat vaov ovK eldov év avry: 

6 yap Kupwos 0 @eds o Tavroxpdrwp 

Vaos aUuTNS EoTL, 

Kat TO apviov. 

In this passage, the Temple of Witness is revealed 
to be the Godhead itself, the Trinity in Unity. This 
annunciation is a golden link between the texts above 
cited and the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses ; 
and conclusive for my explanation of those passages 
as expository of the mystery of the Trinity in Unity. 
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Harmony of 1 John v. 7 with Rev. xv. 5, xvi. 1, 17, 
and xix. 5. 


9 “~ > € + 4 e “ ~ 
Ott Tpets elow ol paotu- Hvotyn o vaos ts oKn- 


povvTes €v T@ ov- yyAS TOV papTupiou 
pave: Ev ovpava. 

6 IIarnp, Kal nkovoa Pwvns peya- 
Ans €K TOU vaov de- 
youca.. 

6 Adyos, Kat e&pOe davy peyadyn 


Gmc TOU VAOU TOU OVpavou, 
9 Q “A ld 

amo Tov Opdvov, 

\éyouca: Téyove. 


Kat To Ayvov TIvevpa. Kat gwvy €k Tov Opovov 
é&n0e, \éyovca. 
Kai ovrot ol Tpels EV lot. Kal TpoTEK¥ynTaY Te@ 
Be@ 
A , > N ” 
tT KaO0npéevm €mrt Tov 
Opovov, 


Ndyovres: “Any. “AdAn- 


Novia. 


The Tabernacle of Witness: Exod. xxxviii., 
Num. xvii. 7, 8. 


Had Scripture been duly compared with Scripture, 
and the Old Testament been brought to throw its 
light upon the New, in the conduct of this contro- 
versy, the Christian world could not have been blinded 
by the narrow and one-sided reasonings of the adver- 
saries of the disputed verse. I have shown that its 
presence is indispensable to the harmony of St. John’s 
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First Epistle, with his Gospel, on the one hand, and 
with his Apocalypse, on the other. I proceed to 
show, in conclusion, that the three parallel contexts 
are antitypes of the one original type, the Tabernacle 
of Witness of the Mosaic Law. For this Tabernacle 
was the Temple of the Triune Jehovah; and the 
three Persons of the Trinity bare witness from it. 
The Mosaic Tabernacle of witness upon earth, and 
St. John’s Tabernacle of witness in heaven, are 
strictly type and antitype ; and the text of the three 
Heavenly Witnesses is the expression only of their 
common testimony, the nexus utriusque. Both Taber- 
nacles were alike filled by the presence of Jehovah ; 
and the presence of Jehovah is that of three Persons 
and one God. Moses tells us that ‘Then a cloud 
covered the tent of the congregation, and the glory of 
the Lord filled the Tabernacle. And Moses was not 
able to enter into the tent of the congregation, because 
the cloud abode thereon, and the glory of the Lord 
filled the Tabernacle.’ (Exod. xl. 34,35.) St. John 
tells us that ‘The Temple of the Tabernacle of the 
Testimony in Heaven was opened. And the Temple 
was filled with smoke from the glory of the Lord ; 
and no man was able to enter into the Temple.’ 
(Rev. xv. 8.) Here is the same manifestation, the 
same glory, the same Divine presence: only, in the 
one instance, on earth, in the other, in heaven. The 
Tabernacle, in both instances, is ‘The Tabernacle 
of Testimony :’ the glory, in both, is the glory of 
Jehovah: and the three-fold voice, recorded in the 
Apocalypse as issuing from the heavenly tabernacle 
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of witness, ‘the voices of God.’ The text of the 
three Heavenly Witnesses only repeats this three-fold 
Divine witness. It supplies the one essential and 
vital link indispensable to complete the otherwise 
perfect parallel of the Epistle with the Gospel and 
Apocalypse ; and thus stands verified by the necessity 
of the case. 


APPENDIX. 


pom pi eaeoae 


No. I. 


THE PATRISTIC TERMINOLOGY OF THE TRINITY IN UNITY 
UNIFORMLY TRACEABLE, MORE OR LESS DIRECTLY, 
TO THE NOMENCLATURE IN 1 JOHN V. 7. 


THE DOCTRINE of a Trinity in Unity in the Godhead, 
is amply indicated throughout both Testaments. 
But the connumeration of the Persons by their names 
is confined to two texts: St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and 
1 John v. 7. From the former of these passages the 
triune mystery is most clearly derivable inferentially ; 
but in the latter passage alone is it categorically 
stated. This fact gives a force and significance to all 
like categorical statements in the Fathers respecting 
the ‘one tri-personal Godhead,’ which no sophistry 
can evade. It tells us that all such Patristic state- 
ments of the doctrine must have originated in the 
one text of Scripture which alone contains and 
authorizes it. Viewed in this, the only just light, 
every passage in the Fathers, which at once, con- 
numerates the Persons, and affirms their Unity, stands 
ipso facto established as either quotation, or paraphrase 
of the seventh verse. When the Patristic nomen- 
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clature for the Persons coincides with the nomen- 
clature of this verse, the argument for quotation or 
paraphrase is obviously carried to its utmost height. 
Thus much premised, I here submit a selection of 
passages from two only of the greatest Greek Fathers, 
St. Athanasius and St. Basil: being passages of which 
the seventh verse is the sole Scripture cloak-pin: 
beginning with examples in which the names of the 
Persons are identical with those in 1 John v. 7. Let 
us fix our eye on the verse itself once more, ere we 
pass to its Patristic illustrations. 

"Ort Tpeits eiow of paptupovrres ey TH ovparve, 6 
Ilatnp, 6 Adyos, kat 7d “Aytov TIvevpa* Kai ovror ot 
Tpels EV Eict. 

St. John’s nomenclature of the Persons is thus 
repeated, in the following passages from the great 
champion of the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, 
St. Athanasius. | 

avehe 6) pou Tov ev TUTm eoTypLypevory, OTL Savon 
mept Geov kai TOV Adyou, kat Tov IIvevpartos. avede 
ToMLKOUS Kwpiapovs.—S. Athan. Op. tom. i. p. 659. 

6 @cds els €oTw, GAN éoTt TpLaVTOUTATOS, 
Tlarnp, Adyos, kat Tvedpa “Ayiov.— Id. Op. tom. ii. 
p. 439. 

Ilarnp, Adyos, kat IIvevpa “Aywv’ tpia mpdcwra, 
Kai els TH Pvoer Beds.—ld. rb. p. 440. 

axapiotos 6 Adyos kat TO IIvedvpa To Oetov ex Tov 
Ilatpos.—Id. ib. 449. 

Can a stronger note of tacit quotation be imagin- 
able, than this repetition of a nomenclature of the 
Persons peculiar to the seventh verse? The mark of 


Appendiz. 253 


designed quotation is strengthened, when we find St. 
Athanasius, presently after, using the nomenclature 
of the baptismal formula, in a passage, in other 
respects approximating still more nearly to the 
wording of the seventh verse. Here is from the 
same context. 

éri Tov Geo’ Ta TpLa Tpdacwra, Tov Te Harépa, Kai 
Tidy, kai 7d “Aytov TIvedpa, Pedy Eva éyoper, kai ov 
tpecs.—Id. ib. 

The following Athanasian paraphrases of the triune 
doctrine, as stated categorically in the seventh verse, 
and there only, will speak for themselves. 

OUTE pV Tpla GporoyourTes Tpdypara, Kat Tpia 
mpocwta, TOV Ilatpos, kat Tov Tov, Kat Tov “Ayiou 
IIvevparos, Kata Tas ypadas, Tpeis Sia TovTo Tovs 
Geovs mowovpey... Gedy Eva pdvov otdapev.—Op. 
tom. 1. p. 897. 

The xara tas ypadas marks this out as paraphrase 
of the seventh verse. The same remark applies 
equally to the next example: viz. 

ovTw pot TO THS OedrnTos adiaiperov, evoeBas éx 
Tov Oeiwy Adyuwv KatapavOave, &v Tpioiv Ev Etdos 
Karavowv.—Op. tom. i. p. 661. This is after 1 John 
v. 7: the only text which thus speaks. 

muorrevomey Tovyapouv eis IIarépa, Kat Tiov, Kat 
“Ayvov IIvetpa: Tpidda troordcewv... Kat THY 
éevoo aovyxutrov.—Op. tom. i. p. 1029. 

Kat aovyxurov THY Evwowv’ ev ovoua Td Beds, 
eyovra,... mel kat Eva Bedov, & Tpiads. tpocedTHv 
xaoportoyouper.—d. rb. 


orav 6€ Ta tavta evepyntas id Tov Beod, Sia 
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“A 9 € o o . > a e ~ 2 ?* - 
Xpicrod, & “Ayiw Tvevpate’ axapiotov opa evépyevav 
ry a Qa Le! e «a . nm @ a, o 
tov IIatpos, kat tov Twov, kat tov Ayiov IIvevparos: 
GAN’ ov Sia TovTo oupmdé£as Td €€ ob, Kat dv ov, Kai 
év @, Bidlopas tHv Tpidda povdda movew.—Op. 
tom. 1. p- 661-2. 
> > Q e ~ e 0 3 A o ‘ 3 > > 9 
ouK éoTiv nav H Tiotts eis THY KTioW* GAN Eis Eva 
@cov Iarépa,—xai eis Eva Kipiov Inoowv Xpiorov, Tov 
eA 3 “A 5 “A . F “ 9 9 
Tiov avtov Tov povoyern, Kat €y IIvevpa Aywy: eva 
Q “ > ma e@ v4 A ld LO A > 
Ocov Tov ev TH ayia Kat Tedela Tptads ywwoKomer, Els 
hv wat Barrilopevor.—Op. tom. i. p. 941. 
9 A > “ e ld “A v4 
eva Gedy &y Toto ty vrootacect Heohoyovrres, piav 
exovTa THY ovotay.—Op. tom. i. p. 1029. 
év amact yap ols dogaleras 6 Harnp, Jeokoyovpevos, 
év avrois Sofdlerat kai 6 Lids, cai 7d veda 76 “Ayvov’ 
kat evrevOev, téKevos Beds 6 Ilarnp héyerat, Kat TédeLos 
Oeds 6 Lids, Kat Téd\evos Beds 76 Tvevpa 7d “Ayvov.— 
Id. 1b. 
> 9 b) id a, 9 bs N A > o 
ovy EkaoTov ovaia Aéyerat, adda TrEpt THY OVTLaY* 
€ 9 v4 N 14 > “ ¥ A 9 a 
as €k OVo Kat mhedvev ért ev exovra Thy avadopay, 
Q ‘ > , > Ud a \ »y A 
kava TO emysepiCopevoy éuabwper, & Kat abporopa Kat 
a , , A 4 > > Q 
TAnpwpa Deorntos NéyeTar KaTa THY ypapyy. ov Kara, 
ao e ld , b U4 3 ‘ 9 
pelav vrdcTacw povoy avayovra, aia Kal’ Exacrov 
“~ € , ~ 9 ?P 0 Q o 
TaV ayiwy T prov, érions Jewpovpeva kat Jeodoyovpeva. 
—Ib. id. p. 1030. 
9 , \ , . 9 \ en VAN 
ov mporepov Tov Ilatépa, Kat voTepov Tov Tidy Kai Td 
IIvevpa* ad’ apa Tarépa, cai Tidv, cat “Aytov Ivedpa, 
eva Ocdv Ev Tpiaty ididrnor.—Ld. rb. 
bd ‘ > ‘ e , ~ 
eva Oeov ev Tptatv vrootacect Heotoyourtes.— 
Id. wb. 
TpOTOVTAaVT wy, TicTevoor eis Eva Bedv .. . Ilaryp, 
A Tic Q "A “~ A e ld 4 
kat Twos, kat Aytoy IIvevpa, Tpets vrogtaceis, pia 
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Gedrns, pia Sdvapis, év Bamrricpa.— Op. tom. i. 
p. 1047. 

pia ths Tpiddos 9 Oedrns €€ évds tov artpés 
ywookopen. TAS wey [ovv] Kabohicns miotews 6 
xapaxryp obros.—Op. tom. il. p. 15. 

Sua ToUTO avros 6 KupwsTt@ dvdépare tov ITarpos 
avrov ovverater, va Seif, ore ovK x Siaddpwr’ 
touteatw ex [Tov] Kriotov [Kat] Krioparos, cvvéoTnKey 
n ayia Tpids’ adda pla tavTns 7» Oedrys éori.— 
Id. 1b. p. 14, 15. 

Sua TovTo yap ev Tpiddr, &v Ilarpi, cai [ev] Tig, xat 
[ev air@] r@ THvevpati, pia Oedrns éori, kai & airy 
Th Tpradi, €v éore to Baarricpa.—d. ib. p. 18. 

exit Sé THs Beodoyias, piav Piow Gpodroyoupe THs 
ayias Tpuddos, rpets S€ troordces: Kat yap Tarps 
kat Tiod kai “Ayiov IIveviparos, pia pvors oti, kai pla 
ovoia ... Tpets O€ UrooTdcEs, Kai TpEts xapaKTHpes, 
kat Tpia mpdocwma’ tovréotte Tlarnp Kai Tids Kat 
IIvedpa “Ayiov: pia Odrys éotw & tTpici mpordrois 
yvopilopevn.—ld. rb. p. 44. 

Geis pev els, mpdawra S€ Tov Evcs Beovd Tpia, 
IIarpés, Tiov, nat “Ayiov Hvevparos.—Op. tom. ii. 
p. 437. 

ouvTws Kat 6 Beds 7 Tpuas, 6 Ilarnp, xai 6 Tids, Kat 
7 TIvevpa 75 “Aywov, €v tote xat tpia—HTld. p. 438. 
(This is 1 John v. 7.) 

ovrws Ilarnp, Adyos, kat vetpa “Ayov tpia 
mpoowta, Kat els ty Puce Beds.—ld. p. 440. 

The whole of the foregoing categorical statements 
of the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, I aftirm, 
without possibility of effective contradiction, are 
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paraphrases of the seventh verse, the only text which 
categorically lays down the catholic doctrine, as stated 
by St. Athanasius in those excerpta. 


St. Basil. 


els pev Ilatnp 6 Geds—els dé Tids—év dé Kai rd 
Tvevpa 73 “Ayvov—ro pera Ilatpés kat Tiov cvvdo€éa- 
{opevov.— Op. tom. ii. p. 121. 

Kal npov pev emrdexvirvTwy évepyelas Tas avras 
Ilarpés, kat Tiov, cat TIvevparos, ovy pas THY Evwa ev. 
—Id. 1b. p. 124. | 

Tas Tpuddos thy Evwow ev Kowwvig Tov dvo- 
patav émyvworéov.—td. 1b. p. 127. 

évav cat Snrov é& Harpi wat Tig rd IMvetpa.— 
Id. 1b. 

The example next in order, with like affinity in 
substance, contains circumstances peculiarly identify- 
ing it asa designed and direct reference to the seventh 
verse. For, 1. it appeals to St. John as its one 
authority; 2. it treats of the Trinity in Unity; 3. 
it refers specially to the names of the Persons. And 
lastly, it introduces the second Person as 6 Adyos, 
the term applied to designate it by St. John alone, 
and equally in his Gospel and Epistle. 

Kai Tow A€yovros ‘Iwdvvov, ot. 6 Adyos cap& 
éyévero, kai T@ Adyw THs TapKwoews emrypapoperys. 
GANA Sia mavrwv Sndrov, ore Kai ev T@ Ady Td Tvev- 
pa, THS EvwTEws THS KaTa THY DedryTa py Statpov- 
pens. Tpidda yap 4 TOY TpLdy dOvopatav Tapadyyus 
eEaprOuel, Kal THS Tpiddos exe THY Evwouy, H Kat 
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Kal” @v dvopa Syrwats’ ws 7d, €€ avrov, Kal Sv avrou, 
Kai €v avT@ Ta TWavta, ovvyyey eis Ev Gvopa TOTE 
TIarpdés idéwpa [a Patristic solecism?] kat rov Tarpos 
Kat Tov Tiov Kat Tov IIvevparos: efs yap @eds, é& ob 
7a wavta’ Kat efs Kupws Inoovs Xpiotis, dt of ta ~ 
mavra* év dé IIvetpa “Ayr, &v @ ta wdavra.—Op. 


tom. ii. pp. 127, 128. 


Remarks. 


1. St. John is the one authority introduced in this 
passage. 2. The passage, like the seventh verse, 
treats of the names of the three Persons of the Trinity. 
3. St. John alone has 6 Adyos, as the name or title 
of the second Person. 4. 6 Adyos is the name here 
given by St. Basil, in speaking of the names of the 
Persons in connection with St. John. 5. St. John 
nowhere connumerates or connominates the three 
Persons, unless it be in the seventh verse. 6. St. 
Basil certainly here speaks of the three Divine names 
solely as recorded by St. John. 7. The seventh 
verse is the only Johnian text in which they are 
recorded, and the second Person by the exclusively 
Johnian term, 6 Adyos. 8. Therefore, St. Basil’s 
words in this context are unquestionably an appeal 
to that verse. 

nal” 6 de, efs Beds » Tprds.—Id. p. 833. 

Here is an ancient Church Formula, giving in 
three words the three-one doctrine of the seventh 
verse. 

Tlarnp, Kat Tids, cat “Ayvov IIvevpa, dvouw pia 7 
avr, Kat Oeoryns pia.—Lld. p. 848. 

8 
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In the last two examples, the three-one doctrine 
of the seventh verse, and peculiar to it as in it alone 
categorically stated, is expressed in the fullest clarity, 
but fewest possible words. The verse, in point of 
fact, is epitomized in both clauses. 

I proceed to show that, while St. Basil, here, thus 
gives in brief the essence of the verse, he elsewhere 
unfolds and paraphrases it in all its fulness as reveal- 
ing the triune Godhead as witnesses. 

The three Heavenly Witnesses, I maintain, are 
distinctly traceable in the following context. 

apiOunaoy, ei Bovre, Ta tpdcwTa. eyo, dno, eis 
6 paptupav: els’ Kat paptupert mept cuov [6 
Harjp] 6 wéppas pes S¥0° pire od GoBov tHv Tav 
mpocamep [i.e. Tav Tpiav] Gpodoyiay’ adda dédye 
Hlarépa* déye kai Tidv’ py evi mpdypare Svo évopuara 
ériupbeyyopuevos ... Sew yap ayvopoovvn py Kara- 
Séxeo Oar 7a. Sudadypara Tov Kupiov, ebxpwas Siictavros 
TOV TpocaTaV THY éTEpOTYHTA. Eay yap aTréhOw, dyoi, 
mapakadéow Tov Ilatépa, kat addov mréuper Tapaxdytov 
bpiv. ovxody, Tids pev 6 trapaxadar, Tarnp 5€ 6 rapa- 
Kadovpevos, Tapakdnros 5€ 6 amooreh\\Cpevos’ ap 
ovv ov dhavepas avacyurrets dkovav eyw TEpt TOV Tiod, 
éxewos S€, wept Tov Ilatpos, addos, tmept Tov IIvevparos 
tov ‘Ayiov, Kal ravra ipwr, kai wavra ovyxéwv, Kat 
él mpaypatt Tas Taaas Tpognyoptas [i.e. the 
three Persons] qepiriBeis’ pon per ror pyde ov apraypa 
mpos THY aoéBeay AGBys THY TOV TpOoTwTw)? [1.e. 
the three Persons—oi Tpets] Svaipeow.—sS. Basil. 
Op. tom. i. pp. 603-4. 

As his theme, throughout this context, is the witness 
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of the Godhead, we have here, virtually, St. John’s 
three Heavenly Witnesses: the Father, the Son, and 
the Paraclete, all three specified in this passage. 

The triune doctrine of the seventh verse is thus 
resumed in the succeeding context. 

a toivuy édéyomev epi tod Tiod, dr. Set suodoyelv 
(Stov avrov mpdowrov, TavT Exomev déyew Kai wept 
Tov IIvevpatos tov Ayiov. ov yap travrov éott TO 
Tlarpi 76 TIvevpa, 81a 76 yeypdpOar “Ort veda 6 @eds° 
ovdé mahi Tiod cat IIvevparos év tpdcamdv éotw’ 

. . obXL TpOTwTMWY OVyxVOIS. ExTL Lev yap 6 ITlarip. . . 
pila kat rny) Tov Tiov Kal Tov ‘Ayiov Hvevparos. 
€ote d€ 6 Lids ev miper Bedrytos, lav Adyos [his 
name in the seventh verse, and there only where 
speaking of the three Persons]. mAnpes S5é€ nat 7rd 
ITvev pa, ov pépos érépov, adda Tédeov Kat S6AdKANpoY 
Oewpovpevov. Kal ouryrrar pev 6 Tids to Harpi 
ddvactatws. ouvymra. 5é Kat ddvactatus To Tig rd 
IIvevpa.—ld. rb. pp. 606, 607. 

Again: d6ray oty tore ovvawpe thy Tpidda, 7 
ws évos Tpdypatos advaipérou pépyn pavrafov Ta T pia 
(SvaceBns yap 6 Noyes), dd\Aa Tpia@v. . . oo yap 
‘Aytov Uvevpatos mapovaia, éxet nat Xpurrov 
émiOnpia’ omov Xpworos, éxet Kat o Harnp rapéote 
Ondrov 6ri.—Td. 2b. p. 607. 

The fifth chapter of St. John’s First Epistle is, 
emphatically, a Confession of Faith. It opens with— 
mwas 6 mLiaTEvwv ott Ingovs éorw 6 Xptotos. It 
resumes (v. 10), 6 meorevwy eis tov Tidy tov Beov. 
It appeals (v. 13), exclusively to the professors of this 
faith: ratra éypaywa tui murcTEevouvcty Eis TO OVOLA. 

8s 2 
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Tov Tiov Tov Beov. . . wa TLaTTEVHTE Eis TO OVOPLA TOV 
Tiov rov Geov. In the midst of these confessions of 
the faith stands the seventh verse; the crown and 
consummation of them all, as it is a declaration of 
faith in the Triune Godhead. From these premises 
I infer that the seventh verse would be rightly 
characterized as ‘ The Confession of the Faith.’ 

I ask my readers to view in this aspect my next 
quotation from the adjoining context of St. Basil ; 
and to judge for themselves whether, as it undeniably 
appeals to the Baptismal Formula, it does not equally 
appeal to the seventh verse. 

TavTny Se THY TUvadetav SnroL, kal ) Tapadooass 
tov BamtTioparos, kat y 6podroyia THs TidTEws. 
—Id. ab. p. 607. 

His topic is the conjunction, or union in one, of the 
three Persons of the Godhead, rnv cuvddeav. This 
conjunction is categorically stated in two texts only: 
viz. St. Matthew xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7. His 
i) tapadoots tov Bamrioparos is incontrovertibly an 
appeal to the former text. Is not his 7 dpodoyia THs 
muotews, by parity of inference, equally an appeal to 
the latter? The fact that he refers to a known text 
of Scripture in the one case, is our guarantee for his 
reference to a known parallel text of Scripture in the 
other. Two authorities are referred to: the first 
certainly, the second presumably, ScriprurRE. There 
are but the two texts. St. Basil names the one: who 
can rationally question that he intends the other ? 
To pass, without note of transition, from the Word 
of God, to the words of man, is about the last anomaly 
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that could credibly be laid to the charge of this great 
ancient. I leave others to form their own judgment 
in the matter: for myself I hold that his 7 6podroyia 
T™s TiatTews is the seventh verse. 

The soundness of this argument from the internal 
evidences, which thus significantly identify St. Basil's 
7 Opodoyta THS WioTews as a reference to the seventh 
verse, will, it is conceived, be placed beyond question, 
if St. John shall be found, in the preceding context, 
speaking of a confession of faith in Christ, and using 
the very term 6podoyéw or 6podoyia, which St. Basil 
employs in the phrase now under consideration. 
Now this St. John does twice in the fourth chapter: 
namely, verse 2, wav mvevpa 6 opodoyet ‘Inaovy 
Xpiorov év oapki édnduOora, ék Tov Geov ear’ and 
verse 15, 6s dv Oporoyynon ore Inoovs éotw 6 Tids 
TOU Geo, 6 Beds ev aiT@ pever, Kai adtos ev TO Be. 
In both places, St. John speaks emphatically, almost 
technically we may say, of the é6poXoyia, or con- 
fession of faith in Christ, and in so doing, prospectively 
points out tous the source of St. Basil’s phrase, 
n Oporoyia ys tiotews. While, St. Basil’s context 
relating exclusively to the Trinity in Unity, his 
strictly Johnian expression fixes itself unequivocally 
to the seventh verse. 

I conclude with two striking indications of further 
reference, still from the same fruitful context. 

ot S€ xwpilovres Ilarpos kat Tiov, nat TH KTioet 
cuvaptO povvres TO IIvevpa, atedés pev trovovar TO 
Bawriopa, eddurn 5 THY Gporoytav THs Tia TEwS- 


262 The Three Heavenly Witnesses. 


ovre yap 7 Tpias peéver Tpids idatpoupévov rod 
Tlvevparos.—Id. 1b. p. 607. 

GAG, 7 xwpioys Hatpos cat Tiod to Mvedpa 7d 
“Aywov' Svowmeitw oe) Tapddocts: 6 Kupws ovras 
cdidagev, Amdatodor éxrputarto, Hardpes 5é erypy- 
oav, Maprupes éBeBaiwoay' apyéoOnte déyew as 
€5:54Ons.—Id. tb. p. 608. 
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No. II. 


Constant traces of the seventh verse, in the use of 
St. John’s peculiar term 6 Adyos, by the Greek 
Fathers. 


St. ATHANASIUS. 


“ “~ A b! “~” 4 a 4 9 
Kat vuxPyvar thy wrevpay Tov Adyou TH Aéyxy, wa 
6 pohows ev TH VIE Kabapaoy yérnTa TH olKoUpErp, 
TO alua Kat TO VOwp To yea Tov avOpwrar. 
—S. Athan. Op. tom. i. p. 1078. 
ovrws Ilarnp, Adyos, Kat Ivetpa “Aytov, tpia 
mpoowna, Kat els tp Pvoe. Geds.—ld. tom. ii. p. 440. 
9 igi ‘ ~ ‘ ~ 4 QN “A 
6te Suavop wept Geov, Kat Tov Adyou, Kat Tod 
o » “ “ “ \ 9 ~ 
TIvevparos, aveke TomiKovs xwpiopous, Kat pn a\daxou 
Tov Ilarépa, ovra, dAdaxou dé Tov Tidv éxméurew, éx 
Tov yervay vrontTevons.—ZJd. tom. i. p. 659. 
6 Ocds els Eorw, GAN Eat. TpiovTdaTaTos, Harp, 
Adyos, kat IIvetpa “Ayu. 


Sr. Basi. 
€or pev yap 6 Tlarnp ... pila kat rnyy Tov Tiovd rai 
tov ‘Ayiov IIvevparos. éote 5é 6 Lids & mdrpet 
@edrntos, Cav Adyos.—Zd. tom. i. 606, 607. 
dAda. Adyos peéev 6 pos Beov dv & apy7y, Kai Beds 
av’ TIvedpa S€ ordéparos Gcov, rd Iveta rns adnbeias, 
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6 sapa trou Ilarpos exropeveras® Tpia Tow vroeis, 
toy spootacourta Kupsov, row Snyusovpyowra Adyop, 
Tow otepecusta TO Lvevpa To “Ayu. 

motevovow is Geov. xai Acyor, xai Ivevpa, piav 
ovcay Georyta . . . actor esi THs Tpiados ép dy 
exryweonyras, efs Hamp, els Tids, év Trevpa “Ayr. 
—Id. tom. w. p. 121. 


Evidence for the seventh verse, aristng from the peculiar 


use of St. John’s special term, 6 Acyos, in 
ancient Creed. 


It is fairly assumable as an axiom, that the 
definitions of the Godhead, and the denominations of 
its Persons. in ancient Creeds, are, or purport to be, 
directly drawn from Scripture. 

It is on this principle, and with this well-founded 
assumption in view, that the attention of the reader 
is specially invited to the following examples of the 
use of St. John’s term. o lcyos, instead or in pre- 
cedence of our Lord’s term, o Tids, as the title of the 
second Person of the Trinity. 

motevovow eis Oedv kat Adyov Kai IIvevpa, piav 


ovoay Beoryta.—S. Basil. Op. tom. ii. p. 121. 


' The following pasmge is locked to the seventh verse by the 
witness of the Trinity. 

Kat  TeNeia xepi Oedrnrog apacoae tic roy rev BaxriZopérwy 
daytacpor, To Paxrizey sig TO Ovopa rou Marpeg cai rov Yiov cai row 
"“Ayiov Wvevparoc: ro Cé éxi ror abror Beixwy ipywy ryy ‘Ayiay 
Tprada cobaleoBat rijc peag Ocornrog paprupior’® dre pire Xepic 
Ytou xoeet Margp, pire Yioc xepic Tvevparoc. 





* * Testimouium Tpse testis, interdum pro Ipeo trated 
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TurTEvoMEV .. . Kaleis eva povoyern Adyov ... Tidy 
... TovTO ydp éoT1, dyoi, 75 OAnpa rod HMarpds, iva 
Kabas Tyndot Tov Iarépa, ovrws Tys@or Kal Tov Tidv: 
Gedy adnOwiv ek Geod adnOwod, as dyna. Iwdvyys 
vty Kado\unn: Kai €opev & To ahyOw@, & To Tie 
avtov “Incov Xpicrov: otrds éotw 6 adnOwis Be0s, 
kat fw aiwrs.—St. Athan. ap. Routh. Opusc. 
tom. li. p. 221-22. 

6 Tov Beod IIarpos povoyerns Tids te Kai Adyos' 
Xpioros 6 adynOwos Beds Hnpav.—Defin. Fid. ap. 
Concil. VI. Routh. Opusc. tom. ii. p. 231. 

€&a Kat Tov avrov Tidov povoyery Beovd Adyor, 
Kupiov *Incotv Xpiorov.—d. 1b. p. 235. 

ov yap aAdov tov Tidy, Kat addov Tov Adyor, 
ppovodper, ws Ties Nuas SueBadov* adda Tov Adyov 
ear Tidv.—Confess. Fidet Eccles. Ancyr. ad S. 
Athan. ap. Collect. Nov. Patrum, tom. ii. p. 2. 

6podoyoupev .. . Eva Kal TOV avrov icv Kat povoyery 
Bedv Adyov, Kuipwv *Incovv Xpurrév.—Definit. 
Fid. ap. Concil. Chalced. Routh, Opusc. tom. ii. p. 79. 

Ta yap wdvra extioOnoay bo tov Ilarpos Sua Tov 
Tiov, 6 5€ Tids povos ék Tov Tlarpos aidiws éyavyOn: 
510 mpwrdtoKds eo. TaoNS KTIDEWS O Beds Adyos.— 
S. Athan. Expos. Fid. ap. Routh, Opuse. tom. ii. 
p- 226. 

kaltep 7po Hav Kat maons KTicews aodia Tov 
Ilarpos Fv 6 Adyos kat €oru’ 70 dé “Aywv Ivevpa 
éxrdpevpa bv rou Iarpos, det éotw év tals xEepot Tov 
aéutovros Ilarpos Kat tov depovtos Tiov, du ov 

émdypwoe ta wavra.—Id. ib. p. 227. 
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Remarks upon the ‘ Expositio Fidei’ of St. Athanasius. 


This genuine original Creed bears strongest internal 
marks of derivation from the seventh verse. For 1. 
it introduces the second Person, not as the Son, but 
as the Word, 6 Adyos. 6 Adyos occupies the first 
place, 6 Tics takes the second. This precedency 
assuredly could not obtain without express warrant 
of Scripture. 2. St. Athanasius, in the context, 
distinctly cites from 1 John v., thereby showing the 
source that he was drawing from in this Creed. 3. 
Its theme being the Trinity in Unity, his Adyos 
would naturally be taken from the seventh verse. 
But 4, not only is 6 Adyos the first title given in 
this Confession to the second Person of the Godhead, 
but this title, exclusively given by St. John, recurs 
in it no less than six times. I subjoin these six 
recurrences, and leave the inference to the reader: 

muoTevopmey eis Eva provoyern Adyov, 

Adyov 8€ od mpodopixov. 

6 Beds Aoyos. 

iva py Tis eis THY OedtynTa TOV Adyou. 

6 Tov Beod Adyos ovk dv Kriopa. 

codia Tov Harpos Fv 6 Adyos Kai €ort. 


bd 


Evidence for the authenticity of the seventh verse arising 
from the joint use of 6 Adyos and 6 Tidsin ancient 


Creeds. 


This is a point of evidence of peculiar moment, 
because, if one of these denominations be Scripture, 
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the other of necessity must. And if, in a Creed, the 
6 Adyos takes precedency of the 6 Tiés, in naming the 
Persons of the Trinity, such place in this nomenclature 
is unimaginable on any ground short of equally direct 
Scriptural authorization. The 6 Yids has this, and 
the 6 Adéyos must. With this self-evincing axiom I 
preface the following short Creed of St. Athanasius. 


‘ Brevis Expositio Fidei.’ 
Ex Codice Regis 2280. Bombyc. XIV. Sec. fol. 13. 


Tuoredw eis va, Oeov Harépa wavroxparopa, 
det ovra Gedv Ilarépa: 
Kai eis TOV Adyov Bebr, 
Q ~ ea “~ le! 
Tov povoyern Tiov tou Geou, 
9 Ld ie “ Aa 32307 
61. ovvuTTapyxer TH Tlarpi re dig, 
, 9 > ~ 2 4 re) A le) 4 > € 
Kal OTL EK TNS OVTLas TOU Beouv Tov IIarpos eotw o 
Tids, 
\. 9 e en a 307 | 4 
Kat ore els 6 Tids Tov iiov Tarpos tvyxavet, 
Kat ott iodtysds eoTw 6 Tids Tov Beod Kai Iarpos 
aurov, 
9 X 4 . VN UA a 5 @€ ~ 
6rt TE KATA TaYTWY TO KPATOS KaLTO KUPOS EXEL O TOU 
Gcov Lids, 
, 9 “Q “A ‘ > Le. Ud A “ 
Kai ore ovv TQ Ilatpi avrov wdapeots travtTaxov TH 
4 
OecoryT1, 
a 9 Ud ld “~ > a » A 
Kat OTL TAVTA TEPLEXEL TY OVTIG aUTOU, 
Kat Gru ov mEepLexeTar UT OvdEVdS O Tlos TOU BeoU, 
A 
kabamep 6 Beds 6 Ilarnp avrov. 
”~ 9 
Kat eis TO IIvedpa 76 “Ayvov, 
4 ~ > ld 2 > 4 
oT. THS Tou Ilatpos eaotw ovotas, 
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Kai ovvaidvov 7@ Tatpi kai Tio tvyxave 76 °A-yvov 
TIvevpa, 
Kat OV Kexopiorat T) Bedryte: 
tov Adyov dypt & oapxi yeyoveva. 
Ap. Nova Collect. Patrum, tom. ii. p. 106. 

Upon this brief Creed it suffices to remark, that it 
conjoins the titles of the second Person, o.Aoyos and 
6 Tis. But that, while it repeats the latter title 
seven times, it gives the former the precedency: for 
this Creed both opens and closes with the title 6 Adyos. 
Now as 6 Yios is certainly a Scripture denomination 
of the second Person; 6 Adyos, in a creed, must 
equally be so. And as 6 Yids stands in one Scripture 
nomenclature of the Persons, 6 Adyos, by parity of 
reason, ought to be authorized by another. This 
reasoning lands us in the only texts which con- 
nominate the Persons: namely, St. Matthew xxviii. 
19, and 1 John v. 7. And the former of these texts, 
itself undoubted, inevitably authenticates the latter. 
A second fragment of St. Athanasius from the same 
MS. brings his use of 6 Adyos, in this Creed, home to 
the seventh verse. 


Tov avrov. 

‘H pe tor Tpuas, cai \aBovros capa éx Mapias tod 
Adyouv, Tpids éotw, ov Seyopevn tpoaOnkny, ovde 
adaiperw, adda det redela eoriv. Kai ev Tpiads pia 
Beorns ervywooKerat.—ld. ib. 
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Evidence for the seventh verse arising from the theo- 
logical value of its 6 Adyos, as seen in the theo- 
logical distinction formally drawn by a Patristic 
writer of the fourth century (A.D. 381), between 6 
Adyos and 6 Twos. 


dua ti rovTo mapntnoato 6 Evayyeorns [viz. St. 
John, the author both of Gospel and First Epistle], 
Kat ovx elrey ev apy qv Lids; va py H Tov Tiod 
mpooyyopia mwalous yéewnow eioaydayn’ adda héye 
avrov Adyop, va 76 arabes TapacTyay THS yavycews. 
—In illud, In Princip. erat Verbum, ap. S. Chrys. 
tom. xii. p. 416. 

According to this writer, 6 Adyos, in St. John, had 
a vitally distinctive sense from o Yiés, it being peculiar 
to the Godhead of the second Person: a distinction 
which accredits its use in the seventh verse, and by 
necessary consequence the verse itself, where the 
nomenclature belongs wholly to the Godhead. 

The same distinction is drawn in the genuine 
Works of St. Chrysostom :—ravra yap moppw ris 
Geias Kal axynpdrov dvcews’ ovdé yap exer TL KoLWOY 
Tpos HAs, GAAG avakexopynKe THS TpOS THY KTioW 
Kowwvias THS KaT ovciay héyw, ov py THS KaTa THY 
oxéow Sudro. rovro Kat Adyov avrov éxadhere. 
érevon yap pédder SiddoKew, ote ovros 0 Adyos 
povoyerns eat Lids rod Geov, wa py wabyryy vro- 
AdBou tis THY yéynow, mpotaBav, TH TOV Adyou 
Tpoonyopia, TAaCay avaipEel THY Tovnpay ViroWiay, TOTE 
é€ avrov rov Tiov elvar Synrav, Kai 76 amabas.—S. 


Chrysost. in Johann. Hom. II. Op. tom. viii. p. 12. 
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Evidence for the seventh verse, from Patristic quotation 
of its three-one doctrine as Scripture. 


Tovyapovy py pépile THY apepiotoy iow, py TémveE 
THv advaiperov ovciay’ yuopile Sé paddov TH Sivapw 
axpiBas’ els KEKAHTAI 6 Ilarnp, kat 6 ids, Kat 
7 WIvetpa 16 “Aywv.—Ap. 8. Chrys. ut supra, 
tom. xu. p. 416. 

The three Persons are categorically declared ong, 
in 1 John v. 7 alone. The three-one doctrine wells 
out saliently in the above passage. But it is the 
term xéx\nrat which brings it home to Scripture, and 
to the text of the three Heavenly Witnesses (the sole 
depository totidem verbis of the triune mystery): for 
this term kéxAynra, equivalent to yéypamrat, and 
scriptum est, stamps the sentence unequivocally and 
irrefragably as tacit quotation, and a direct appeal to 
the seventh verse. 

The following statement from the ‘ Spuria’ of St. 
Chrysostom of the three-one doctrine is -equally 
brought home, by a similar note of quotation, the 
Scripture term xnpvoow, to the seventh verse. 

oT Td TApwKa THS yvwooews, TOTE TO TplTOV 
émeTeOn* Kat Ev pev TO pétpov Tpitov O€ émiteuevov’ 
toutéott, Ilatpos, Tiov, Kat “Ayiov Tvevparos, pia 
Gedryns, pia Svvapis, pla éEovoia, €v Tpioiv dvo- 
paot KAPYTTOMENH.’—Ap. 8. Chrys. Op. tom. v. 
p- 617. 


3 The force of cnpucow asa note of Scripture quotation, is singularly 
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brought home to 1 John ina homily on Ps. xcvi. ascribed to St. 
Chrysostom: where, speaking of quotations from the First Epistle 
itself, St. John is expresaly styled 6 xhpvi, 6 ratra cnputac ... Ev TH 
"Emorody. And it is added, da rij¢ 'Extorodfic enpurree Beodoyur. 
And again, xaxeiva elre, cal ravra éxnpvtev. Op. vi. 430. 

The xnpurropéyn, it follows, marks quotation, and quotation, be it 
observed, of the seventh verse. 


THE END. 
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